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we are rightly ia’orn ed, the survivor cf the original couccil 
appoicte! in 1815, end he has helped to steer the under- 
taking through some vicissitudes to its present prosperous con- 
dition. The time and labour involved in attendances at meet- 
ings, especially in the earlier stages of the council’s history, 
must have been great, and everyone will wish to accord Mr. 
Wi.uams a tribute of gratitude and of sincere regret that 
impaired health should have led to his resignation. 





Aw ANOMALY arising under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, was brought to light in a case of Brockwell v. Francs § Co, 
heard last week before His Honour Judge Bacon in the South- 
wark County Court. The claimant was a stevedore in the em- 
ployment of the company,.and he had been injured by a bale of 
goods falling on him from a crane worked by a winch on board 
a ship for the purpose of unloading the ship’s cargo into a barge 
alongside ; the ship was moored to a wharf. The learned judge 
held that the case did not fall within the provisions of the Act 
and that compensation could not be claimed under it. The Act 
contains no express provisions as to work on board a ship, but 
itis expressed to extend to employment ‘‘on or in or about 
a fsctory,” and “factory” is defined to include amongst 
other places “any dock, wharf, quay, warehouse, machinery 
or plant to which any provision of the Factory Acts is 
applied by the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895.” The 
result seems to be that had the ship in this case been unloading 
on to the quay, instead of into the barge, the claimant’s employ- 
ment would have been ‘‘on, in, or about a factory,” and the 
Act would have applied, but that, although the work in which 
the claimant was actually engaged was of precisely the same 
character as if the quay and not the barge had been intended to 
receive the cargo, injuries received in unloading into a barge 
cannot be the subject of a claim under the Act. There seems to 
be no question as to the propriety of the decision of the learned 
judge, but it is unfortunate that the Act creates such an anomalous 
state of things. 


In rHE course of his reply (in the case of Williamson 
v. Norris last Wednesday) to the arguments adduced by 
the Attorney-General in support of the legality of the 
sale of intoxicating liquors at the refreshment bars in 
the precincts of the House of Commons, Mr. Asquirn, Q.C, 
read in open court a recent opinion of the Attorney- 
General to the effect that such sale was not according to law, 
and that, though the Licensing Acts had no application to these 
bars, a short Act of Parliament was required to settle the vexed 
question. Such a proceeding seems to be open to objection. 
The opinion of an existing law officer of the Crown or other 
eminent counsel cannot, of course, be treated as an authority in 
a court of law; and if the intention of the learned counsel in the 
present case was merely to adopt the Attorney-General’s 
opinion as part of his own argument, it would obviously 
have been better to suppress the source from which that 
opinion came. Circumstances often require advocates to 
argue in support of a view upon which they have previously 
expressed more or less adverse opinions ; it would be altogether 
embarrassing and unfair, both to them and to their clients, if 
their opponents were permitted to use, as an argument against 
them, the fact that they had on the previous occasion taken a 
different view. The court (the Lord Chief Justice and Wi11s, J.) 
were understood, after the opinion had been read, to question 
the propriety of the course adopted in reading it: but, with 
great submission, we venture to suggest that the reading of it 
sbculd hardly have been allowed. 





Taz praTH of Mr, Epwarp UrrermMare BuLLEeNn removes & 
corspicuous figure from the bar in general and from the 
Western Circuit in particular, His burly figure, jovial manners, 
affectation of leisure, and flow of ordinary conversation, con- 
cealed from the casual acquaintance his stores of sound legal 
learning and wide knowledge of literature. He was, in fact, a 
worthy representative of those learned Roman Catholic families 
who in the beginning of this century seemed to dominate the 
spheres of conveyancing and special pleading. Burter in con- 


veyancing and Buuuen io pleading are names not to be easily 
surp ; and Epwarp Buiien was in this matter an adept 
worthy of his forbears. Possibly it was the family tradition of 
pleading which debarred him from applying for silk, which he 
might have had for the asking at any time for the last quarter 
of a century. On this matter, at any rate, he was deaf to 
appeals from all quarters above and below; and, so far as the 
bar is concerned, he was no doubt justified, though his modesty 

ossibly kept him from the bench. On the Western Circuit of 
ate years he was the recognized leader, although a stuff-gowns- 
man. Few clients who had retained Butizn cared to retain a 
silk to lead him; and no silk of recent years could for a 
moment compare with him in the volume of his business or the 
number of his verdicts. Silk was not necessary to give him the 
precedence which nature had bestowed. His learning and 
confidence were sufficient for any judge; his shrewd wit, clear 
statement and sparkling humour were too much for most juries. 
This combination of qualities made him a favourite advocate 
before justices, especially for the publicans: and he drew 
licences from the magistrates almost as easily as a waiter draws 
corks. In no society, legal or otherwise, was he ever at a loss 
for an answer, which was usually a smart jeu d’esprit. We will 
“oa one instance. On one occasion he was specially retained 

y an enthusiastic tectotaler in a series of appeals against the 
licences of several public-houses—work which involved his 
residence for some days in the principal hotel in the 
locality. On his way to court he met a representative of a 
firm of brewers, old clients, who remonstrated with him for 
accepting briefs against them. But the remonstrance was 
promptly dissolved in laughter by this immediate repartee: 
“ What can I do better than take the money of the teetotalers 
and spend it on the publicans?’”’ And this man was no mere 
jester. Besides being a learned lawyer, he was a master of 
English and French literature, especially in theology, history, 
and romance, and he had an open heart and kindly temper, 
which made him everywhere persona gratissima. He was a 
worthy successor, not only of ‘‘ Bullen and Leake,” but of 
other stars of the Western Circuit, some of whom, with less 
ballast, have sailed further in the direction of promotion. He 
has gone at the comparatively early age of 60, but he will not 
soon be forgotten: a personality which has impressed iteelf on a 
large section of the younger generation both “ precept in the 
pupil-room and by example in the courts. 


Tue Decision of the Criminal Chamber of the Court of Cassa- 
tion in the Drzyrus case has shown that the fear that justice 
might be allowed no scope in France was unfounded. The 
upreasoning prejudice and the fear of compromising the chiefs 
of the army, which have hitherto seemed to render any calm 
discussion of the issue at stake impossible, have had no place 
when the matter has at length got before judges who can 
appreciate it in its true bearings. Whether Dreyrvs is innocent 
or guilty, or whether, even if guilty, he was legally condemned, 
are questions upon which his Jewish extraction has no bearing, 
and into which the honour of military officers does not enter. 
Once regarded in this light, the matter has had the only 
issue which could have been anticipated. Much has been said 
about secret documents, and if they exist, and are genuine, the 
guilt of Dreyrus may yet be established. But they have not 
been produced before any tribunal which could lawfully condemn 
him, and those that have been produced are not sufficient to 
raise against him even a suspicion of guilt. There is indeed 
nothing but the famous Jordereau, and after the evidence of the 
experts in the Esreruazy trial that the writing resembled that 
of Esrzr1zy, its value as evidence against Dreyrvs is altogether 
gone. But we are not concerned so much with the collapse on 
the known materials of the case against Dreyrus as 
with the position which has been assumed by the Court 
of Cassation. There was never a time perhaps when the 
future of a great nation hung so completely upon the 
view which its highest judges should take of their duty. 
Had there been any failure, no reasoning Frenchman could 
have had any respect for the justice of his country, and France 
would have been lowered in the eyes of the civilized world. 





Happily the issue has been otherwise, and the calmness with 
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which the decision has been received shews that the real state of | whom everybody on earth would believe, who is produced as a 


affairs was less black than had been supposed. A'l that was/ witness before the judge, who gives his evidence in such a way 


wauted to sive the situation was firmness in the judger, and 
this firmness has stilled, for the time at least, the clamour of 
uvreasoning passion. 


Ix COMMENTING in these columns, some three months ago, on 
the trial of Dr. Cortiys at the Old Bailey, we pointed out the 
unsatisfactory state in which the law is with regard to cases in 
which death results from surgical cperations unlawfully per- 
formed with the view of bringing about abortion. The 
subject has been again forcibly brought to the attention of the 
public by the recent trial of Dr. Wurrmarsn at the same court 
for a similar offence, and the defects in the law are still further 
emphatrized by the circumstances attending this trial. No 
medical man can possibly fail to be aware that the operation in 
question involves some degree of risk to life. Where, then, a 
person commits a felonious act which he knows involves risk to 
life, and death is caused by the act, it is almost unarguable that, 
as the law stands, the offender is guilty of murder. This view 
of the law was impressed upon the jury by Mr. Justice Bicuam, 
and in compliance with his directions, a verdict of ‘ guilty ” on 
the capital charge was returned. Without doubt the judge was 
right in the Jaw, and the jury returned a proper verdict. Then, 
however, the judge had no choice but to go through the 
solemn mockery of passing a sentence of death, the 
carrying out of which is forbidden by public opinion and 
natural justice. The result of this state of things is 
that the jurymen who returned the verdict are now loudly 
complainivg in the press that they were forced to give a verdict 
which was quite contrary to their own judgment and an outrage 
to their sense of justice. It is very undesirable that juries 
should be asked to return such verdicts. It is also extremely 
dangerous, for it is not every jury that will accept the direction 
of the judge when it is against their own consciousness of what 
is right; and many jurymen will rather acquit a guilty man 
than do so. In Collins's case, which was certainly not the less 
serious of the two, a verdict of manslaughter was returned. 
This verdict was almost invited by the judge in order to avoid 
a miscarriage of justice by an acquittal, but it was clearly as 
wrong in law as it was right from a common-sense point of 
view. The wrong verdict, however, enabled the judge to pass 
the right and proper sentence of seven years’ penal servitude, 
and to avoid degrading the law by passing a sham death 
sentence. Whenever the law is contrary to the general sense of 
justice, it is time forachange. Parliament, it is submitted, 
might well take example from the Indian Penal Code, and by 
statute make it an offence punishable with penal servitude for 
a term not exceeding ten years to cause the death of any woman 
by any act intended unlawfully to bring about miscarriage. Such 
a change would satisfy the public conscience on the subject, 
and would also make it easier to secure convictions where this 
serious offence has been committed. 





Iv ms often been stated with authority that claims upon the 
estate of a decoased person cannot be established by the 
evidence of the claimant alone without corroboration. For 
example, in Whittaker v. Whittaker (30 W. R. 787, 21 Cb. D. 
657), Bacon, V.C., said that it is a well-established rule that a 
person making a claim against the estate of a dead man cannot 
sustain that claim by his or her own deposition, and that the court 
cannot take any notice of it, or give any relief upon it, unless there 
be some corroboration of it. The point was raised a few days 
ago before a Divisional Court in the case of Rawlinson v. Scholes. 
This was a claim against the executors of a deceased man for a 


that anybody would be perfectly senseless who did not believe 
him, whose evidercs the judge, in fact, helieves to be 
absolutely true, is, according to a doctrine of the Courts 
of Equity, not to be believed by the judge b°ciuse“he is 
not corroborated? The proposition seems uoreasonable the 
moment it is stated. There isno such law. The law is that 
when an attempt is made to charge a dead person in a matter, 
in which if he were alive he might have answered the charge, 
the evidence ought to be looked at with great care ; the evidence 
ought to be thoroughly sifted, and the mind of any judge who 
hears it ought to be first of all in a state of susp‘cioa.” This 
seems to be the right view of the law. If the judge really 
believes the uncorroborated evidence of a claimant, no law 
compels him to disregard it. The suggested rule of law is, in 
fact, no more than a rule of ae which should generally be 
observed, and which will pro bly commend itself to most minds. 
In trying such claims a judge should not give effect to a mere 
balance of probabilities. He should not allow the claim unless 
the uncorroborated evidence has made such an effect upon his 
mind that he has no reasonable doubt as to its truth. If, how- 
ever, the evidence has this effect upon his mind, then it seems to 
be now well-established that he should allow the claim. 





NEITHER THE remedy by prohibition nor by cer/iorar: is available 
where it is desired to question any judgment or order of a judge 
of the High Court. The question has been raised more than 
once of late how far this applies to the acts of a judge who is 
not a judge of the High Oourt, but to whom jurisdiction equal 
to that of a judge of the High Court is given by statute in the 
particular matter in question. Thus in Re New Par Consols 
(46 W.R 369; 1898, 1 Q. B. 669) a county court judge, 
exercising his jurisdiction in the matter of winding up a 
company, made an order committing a director of that company 
for disobedience to an order requiring him to submit a 
statement of affairs. A judge in chambers made an order for a 
probibition, because of an alleged defect in the form of the 
proceedings. The Court of Appeal, however, held that a writ 
of prohibition could not go, because by section 1 (6) of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, it is provided that 
“every court having jurisdiction under this Act to wind up a 
company shall, for the purposes of that jurisdiction, 
have all the powers of the High Court.” This week the 
question was raised again in the Court of Appeal in eg, 
v. The Judge of the Northallerton County Court. Ia this case 
the county court judge, sitting in bankruptcy, had ordered 
the issue of a warrant for the arrest of the debtor, on the ground 
that he had absconded with the view of avoiding payment. 
A Divisional Court refused a certiorari to bring up the warrant 
to be quashed, and the debtor appealed to the Court of Appeal 
from such refusal. Now, section 100 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, provides that “A county court shall, for the purposes of 
its bankruptcy jurisdiction, in addition to the ordinary powers 
of the court, have all the powers and jurisdiction of the Hizh 
Court.” The Court of Appeal, therefore, considered that the 
question was governed by /te New Par Consols, and that us the 
judge, when he made the order, was exercising his jurisdiction 
in bankruptcy, bis order could no more be made the subject of 
certiorari than eruld the order of a judge of the High Court. 
It follows, therefore, from these cases, that where a county court 
judge is given by statute in any matter the powers of a High 
Court judge, not only can he exercise such powers, but also he 
is, in exercieing them, free from the control of the High Court, 
exactly as if he were actually a judge of the High Court. In 
fact, when a county court judge is sitting in bankruptcy or in 
winding up, his court is not an inferior tribunal, and the only 
way of reviewing his decisions, as long as he keeps within his 


sum of money a'leged by the plaint ff to have been lent by him}. 7.3: 4... ; i i 
: urisdiction, is by appeal. He is precisely on the same footing 
eed oat Cn te Sat Te SNe Be dite oe a High Const jelen, and for ail practical purposes his court 


he'd that the defendants were in law entitled to judgment in 
the absence of any corroboration of the plaintiff's evidence. On 
appeal, however, the High Court decided that this view of the 
law is erroneous, and no doubt the balance of opinion is largely 
in favour of the decision. In Re Garrett (31 Ch. D.1) the late 


is part of the High Court. 





Sxcrion 25 (1) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, as amended by 





Master of the Rolls said, “Are we to be told that a person section 7 of the Act of 1890, would lose much of its efectvenels 
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if the construction sought to be put upon it in Reg. v. The Judge of 
the Northallerton County Court (above referred to) were correct. 
Under section 25 the court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy is 
empowered to issue in certain cases a warrant for the arrest of 
a debtor, and among these is specified the case where, after a 
bukruptey notice has been issued under the Act, or after 
presentation of a bankruptcy petition by or against the debtor, 
‘‘it appears to the court that there is probable reason for be- 
lieving that he is about to abscond”’ with a view (inter alia) of 
avoiding examination in respect of his affairs or of otherwise 
delaying proceedings in bankruptcy against him. This pro- 
vision was obviously incomplete, inasmuch as it only empowered 
the court to act when the debtor was still about to abscond at the 
time when theapplication wae made. The probability, however, is 
that if he meditates such a move at all he has already taken to 
flight before the period has come. Section 7 of the Act of 1890, 
accordingly, provides that for the words ‘‘ believing that he is 
about to abscond ” there should be substituted ‘‘ believing that 
he has absconded or is about to abscond.” As thus altered the 
section expressly deals with the case of a past absconding, but 
in Reg. v. Judge of the Northallerton County Court it was urged that 
it was still necessary that the absconding should have taken 
place after the bankruptcy notice had been issued or the petition 
presented. In that case a receiving order had been made on the 
9th of May last upon a petition presented against the debtor on 
the 23rd of April. At the latter date the debtor had already 
left his home with a view, as the judge held, to avoiding 
examination into his affairs and otherwise delaying the 
Se in bankruptcy. A warrant for his arrest was issued, 

ased upon this finding. The debtor voluntarily returned, and 
having been arrested under the warrant and detained fora short 
time he questioned its legality. There seems to be nothing, 
however, in the section in its present form to confine its 
operation to an absconding which has taken place after the com- 
mencement of the bankruptcy, and so the Court of Appeal held. 
The power of arrest, of course, is required equally whether the 
absconding has preceded or followed that date. 





In THE casE of Re Fludyér, Wingfield v. Erskine (1898, 2 Ch. 
562, and reported inthe current number of the WEEKLY 
ReEporTER) it was contended, for the first time apparently, that 
retainer by the executor in payment of his debt without notice 
of a debt of higher degree was not effectual as against a creditor 
of higher degree, and Blake v. Gale (84 W. R. 555, 32 Ch. D. 
571) was cited as authority to shew that the amount retained 
was in the executor’s hands, as executor, and liable to be 
accounted for. It was pointed out, on the other hand, that, if 
this were the law, an executor was the only person who could 
not get his debt safely paid, for “since the case of Harman y. 
Harman (2 Show. 492) it has been considered settled law that an 
exécutor who pays creditors without notice of the existence of a 
credi i gree is not liable to account at the instance 
of that creditor for the sums so paid,” per Romer, J. Why, | 
then, should the executor’s debt retained be treated differently 
from the other debts paid by him undersuch circumstances ? 
It would seem to follow from the doctrine of retainer that the 
position of the executor who had retained and the creditors 
‘when paid should be the same. For retainer is payment at 
‘law (see Blackstone, vol. 2, p. 511; vol. 3, p. 18, and ef. the 
old practice to admit evidence of retainer under the plea of 
lene administravit). Romer, J., accordingly, held in Re 
Fludyer that the debt was not in the hands of the defendant as 
executrix. She had been paid it, just as the other creditors 
had been paid their debts. lake v. Gale was distinguishable. 
The executors there were some of the residuary legatees, and 
had retained their own shares of residue, and were, at the 
instance of creditors, made liable to account for the shares as 
being still in their hands. That therefore was a case of a 
contest between volunteers and creditors; but in Re Fludyer 
the contest was between creditors of different degree, and ‘a 
creditor is not a volunteer, and a creditor of higher degree has 
no right, because of that position only, to follow assets in the 
hands of an executor retained by him in discharge of his own 
debt,” Re Fludyer, per Romer, J. 











THE LIABILITY OF A LESSEE UNDER A COVENANT 
TO PAY “OUTGOINGS.” 


Few matters connected with the construction of leases present 
more difficulty than the covenant which regulates the liability 
of the lessee in respect of the payment of rates and taxes and 
other expenses incident to the ownership or occupation of the 
demised premises. Some of these burdens are by statute 
imposed upon the lessor and he is prohibited from transferring 
his liability to the lessee. Such are the property tax and the 
tithe rent-charge. Others are imposed in respect of the occupation 
of the premises, and the lessee is usually left to bear them, 
Such are poor rates and rates levied for the purposes of local 
government. But, in addition to these, there are various 
payments which have to be made for the purpose of complying 
with statutory requirements and which the covenant frequently 
throws upon the lessee notwithstanding that they contribute to 
the permanent improvement of the premises. Whether, 
however, the covenant really has this effect has been the 
subject of a long series of decisions, the latest of which is to be 
found in the case of Arding v. Economic Printing Co., which was 
this week before a Divisional Court consisting of Lord Russz11, 
C.J., and Wits, J 

The reasonable rule for apportioning liability between the 
lessor and the lessee—at any rate in the case of short tenancies 
—is to impose on the latter all charges of a recurring nature 
which are incident to the occupation of the premises, and to 
leave the lessor to bear charges which are imposed for the 
permanent improvement of the premises; and this is the con- 
struction which the court places upon the covenant when its 
language does no more than bind the lessee to pay ‘all rates, 
taxes, and assessments payable in respect of the premises during 
the term.”” Such words, it was said in Wilkinson v. Collyer (13 
Q. B. D., p. 5), are meant to apply to rates and assessments of a 
temporary or recurring nature, and not to a sum which is a 
charge upon the property giving it an increased permanent 
value. ence, in that case the tenant was held not liable to 
pay @ sum assessed upon the owners under the Metropolis Local 

anagement Acts, 1855 and 1862, as their proportion of paving 
expenses. And even though the covenant goes further and 
Sen eng to cast upon the lessee ‘all impositions which shall 

uring the term become payable in respect of the demised 
premises,’’ the lessor may be bound to pay a sum charged under 
a local improvement Act upon the ground that the sum is 
payable for his default in executing the required works, and is 
not a sum imposed on the premises (Zidswell v. Whitworth, 
L. R, 2 C. P. 326). 

In many cases, however, these difficulties are avoided by 
couching the covenant in still wider terms, and upon the lessee 
is thrown the liability to pay not only rates, taxes, and assess- 
ments, but also all outgoings payable by either landlord or 
tenant in respect of the demised premises. Other general words 
which are commonly used are “ duties ” and “burdens.” The 
word ‘‘ outgoings,” it has been said, is the largest word that can 
be used (Zubbs v. Wynne, 1897, 1 Q. B. 78), and it has 
frequently been found effective to transfer to the lessee payments 
which would be primd facie borne by the lessor. Thus in Crosse 
v. Raw (L. R. 9 Ex. 209) the lessee covenanted to discharge all 
outgoings whatsoever which at any time during the term should 
be charged or assessed upon the demised premises or upon the 
landlord or tenant in respect thereof. It was held that the 
lessee was liable to bear the expenses of making a drain which, 
under 29 & 30 Vict. c. 90, the lessor as owner might have been 
required to make, but which had been made by the lessee under 
an arrangement that the expense was to be borne by the party 
liable. So in Aldridge v. Ferne (17 Q. B. D. 212) the lessee 
covenanted to pay (inter alia) all outgoings of every description 
for the time being payable either by the landlord or tenant in 
respect of the premises, and it was held that the owner’s 
proportion of the cost of paving a street under the Metropolis 
Local Management Act, 1862, was payable by the lessee under 
the covenant. 

With respect to the word ‘‘ duties” there has been some 
difference of opinion as to whether it applies only to money pay- 
ments directly imposed by the local authority, or whether it 





refers also to works which the local authority could require to be 
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executed. In Thompson v. Lapworth (L. R. 3 OC. P. 149) a sum was 
assessed upon the owner in respect of hisshare of paving expenses, 
and under a covenant by which the lessee undertcok to pay all 
du‘ies and assessments it was held that this sum was either a 
‘‘duty ” or an ‘‘ assesement,” and fell on the tenant. In Budd 
v. Marshall (5 ©. P. D. 481), where the same words occurred, 
the lessor performed certain drainage work under a justice’s 
order, and then sought to recover the expense from the lessee. 
Brert, L J., was in favour of the lessee on the ground that the 
duty imposed on the landlord was a duty to execute works and 
not to make a payment of money; but the majority of the 
Court of Appeal (Bramwett and Baacattay, L.JJ.) took the 
wider view of duties, and decided in favour of the lessor. A 
timilar decision was given by a Divisional Court consisting of 
Wricet and Bruce, JJ., in Brett v. Rogers (76 L. T. 26), where 
the landlord, in compliance with a notice from the London 
County Counc'l, had executed certain a to the drains 
of the demised premises. It was held that under a 
covenant by which the tenant undertook to pay (inter alia) all 
duties imposed in respect of the demised premises, the landlord 
was entitled to recover from him the amount thus expended. 

In the ordinary form of the covenant, the lessee is further 
bound to pay (inter alia) all charges and assessments charged 
or assessed upon the premises or upon the lessor or lessee in 
respect thereof, or—as it is also put-—upon any person in respect 
thereof ; and under such words the lessee is bound to refund to 
the lessor a sum apportioned upon him under the Public Health 
Act, 1875, in respect of paviog work which he has failed to 
execute (Z/artley v. Hudson, 4 O. P. D. 367). But, if the words 
are less general, the lessee may escape upon the ground that 
the sum in question is not a charge within the covenant. Thus, 
in Allum v. Dickinson (9 Q. B. D. 632), the lessee covenanted to 
pay all rates and assessments charged or imposed upon the 
demised premises, or upon or payable by the occupier in respect 
thereof. A proportion of the expenses of paving the street was 
assessed against the lessor under the Metropolis Management 
Acts. Since, however, under those Acts such expenses are not 
charged upon the premises or imposed upon the tenant, but are 
only imposed upon the owner in respect of the premises, it was 
held that the tenant was not liable under the covenant. In Smith 
v. Robinson (1893, 2 Q. B. 53), on the other hand, the covenant 
included assessment charges charged or imposed upon the 
demised premises or on the lessor for or in respect of the 
premises. The lessee, accordingly, was held liable to repay to 

.the lessor drainage expenses which he had incurred under the 
Public Health (London) Act, 1891. Here the covenant was 
expressly framed so as to include such expenses. 

An interesting recent case upon this subject is Baylis v. 
Jiggens (1898, 2 Q, B. 315). There the tenant covenanted to 
pay “all rates, taxes, and assessments whatsoever, which now 
are, or during the term shall be, imposed or assessed upon the 
premises, or the landlords or tenants in respect thereof.” 
Although the iatter part of the covenant was widely expressed, 
yet the former included only the words “rates, taxes, and 
assessments,” and did not incorporate any general word such as 
“outgoing” or ‘‘burden.” Cnannett, J., accordingly, held 
that the principle of Wilkinson v. Collyer (supra) applied, and 
that the lessee was only liable for impositions for temporary 
purposes. He was not liable, therefore, to repay to the lessor 
the expenses of paving which an urban authority had recovered 
from the latter under the Public Health Act, 1875. 

In the recent case of Arding v. Economic Printing Co., referred 
to above, a question arose upon the liability for the expenses of 
qeestieg means of escape from fire under section 7 of the 
‘actory and Workshop Act, 1891. The covenant was expressed 
in very general terms. It bound the lessee to pay “ all rates, 
taxes, and impositions and outgoings whatsoever which are now 
or sball at any time hereafter be assessed, charged, or in 
any wise imposed upon or in respect of the demised premises or 
any part thereof, or upon the landlord or tenant in respect 
thereof.” They were thus as wide as the words in any 
of the cases above referred to, and were proper to impose 
upon the tenant assessments and outgoings of all kinds, 
whether for temporary or permanent pu , and whether 
imposed directly by a local authority or arising in consequence 


of a liability to execute works, and whether charged upon the ’ 


premises or imposed only upon the lessor. Primd facie, there- 
fore, it would seem that they ought to cover any expenses in- 
curred by the lessor in satisfying a statutory liability to provide 
means of escape from fire. ; 

But the provisions of the Act of 1891 are of a 7 ae ray gy 
Under section 7 it is the duty of the sanitary authority in the 
case of certain factories to require the owner to provide proper 
means of escape from fire, and the owner, in the event of non- 
compliance, is liable to a fine of a pound a day so long as such 
non-compliance continues. If the owner alleges that the occu- 
pier of the factory ought to bear or contribute to the expenses of 
complying with the requirement, he may apply to the count, 
court, and that court, after hearing the occupier, may make suc 
order as appears just and equitable under all the circumstances 
of the case. There is thus a clear intention on the part of the 
Legislature to throw the expenses of providing means of 
escape from fire in the first instance upon the owner, 
leaving it to the county court to adjust the expense subsequently 
between the owner and the occupier as may be fair. It is right, 
therefore, in construing such a covenant as that in question to 
require clear words before the statutory liability is shifted from 
the landlord to the tenant. In the view of the court the covenant 
was not wide enough for the purpose. Neither under the word 
‘outgoings’ nor under the words “ charged in respect of the 
premises” were the expenses of providiag means of escape 
from fire held to be included. Reliance was placed upon J{il/ 
v. Edward (1 T. L. R. 253), where Maruew, J., refused to a'low 
full effect to the words “‘impositions and outgoings,” and cut 
them down to suit the previous words in the covenant. But 
that decision was doubted in Aldridge vy. Ferne (supra) and is 
opposed to other cases. Lorp Rvusszxt, it is to be noticed, 
intimated that he felt by no means confident in the decision he 
was giving, at any rate as to its correctness in law, though in 
practice it would work equitably and justly. If equity and 
justice were the test the cases, of course, would have been 
determined very differently. The whole object of these 
covenants is to shift from the landlord burdens which are 
properly his. In the present instance the language used failed 
of this effect, and so long as the decision stands a limit is 
possible to such a covenant notwithstanding its apparently 
sweeping nature. 








IMPENDING LUNACY LEGISLATION. 


As the Lord Chancellor has in now two successive Parliamentary 
Sessions introduced a Bill to amend the Lunacy Acts, 1890 and 
1891, it may be taken for granted that within the next year or 
two fresh legislation on this important branch of law will come 
into force. Under these circumstances it may be profitable to 
examine the main provisions in Lord Hatssury’s Bill and to 
consider how far they exhaust the requirements of the situation. 
The duration of an “‘ urgency order” is to be four, instead of 
as at present seven, days, and every urgency order is to be 
accompanied by a statement, made and signed by the person 
who signs the urgency order and by the person who -_ 
the medical certificate on which the urgency order is founded, 
that it is necessary for the safety and proper treatment of 
the alleged lunatic, or for the safety of others, that he should 
be forthwith placed under care and treatment, and shewing 
fully and specifically the reasons why an urgency order is 
required. Any wilful misstatement in such a statement is to be 
a misdemeanour. The object of these provisions is no doubt to 
= against the recurrence of such cases as that of Miss 
CHESTER. They may be necessary. But they are open to 
the serious criticism that they in se fresh obstacles to that 
curative treatment of insanity in its incipient stages the com- 
parative lack of which is one cause of the increase of lunacy in 
this country. They will do so, first, by making the existing 
“‘urgency order” machinery more cumbrous in itself, and, 
secondly, by still further discouraging the relatives of insane 
persons from having recourse to it. 
A variety of salutary bg ssid as to judicial authoritics and 
reception orders follow. The clause in section 8 of the Lunacy Act, 





1890, giving a patient a right to be taken before, or visited 
by, a judicial authority other than the one that made the order 
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for his reception is repealed (clause 2(1)). A person who isa 
justice virtute offcii may be appointed under section 10 of the 
Act of 1890, though his term of office has less than a year to 
run (tdid. (2)). Appointments under section 10 arato be notified 
to the Commissioners and Masters in Lunacy (did. (3) ); no fees 
are to be payable in respect of any proceeding before a judicial 
authority for a reception order (/bid. (4)). This will apply, it 
should be noted, to proceedings under section 4 of the Act of 
1890 as well as to thoze for summary reception orders. In 
proceedings under section 16 of the Act of 1890 the institution to 
which the lunatic is to be sent need not be specified in the 
order if there is more than one asylum of the county or borough 
in which the place from which he is sent is situate (clause 3). 


An order under section 21 of the Act of 1890 for the temporary | 


removal of a lunatic to a workhouse may be made although the 
justice cannot complete his inquiries forthwith, but not more 
than three days’ detention under such an order is to be lawful 
(clause 5). All these provisions are designed to facilitate the 
working of the ‘‘summary reception order’’ procedure, and 
appear to be well-fitted to fulfil their purpose. 

We come next to a catena of clauses dealing with administra- 
tive questions. Their substance only can here be given. To 
the disqualifications for signing medical certificates contained in 
section 32 of the Act of 1890 are added the person making the 
reception order and any employé of a managing committee of 
a hospital or licensee of a licensed house (clause 6). These 
prohibitions are quite unexceptionable. Particulars as to health 
of patient under section 55 (3) are to be sent to the commissioners 
within two clear days (clause 7). A licensed house not authorized 
for more than ten patients may by order of the commissioners 
be visited by a single commissioner (clause 10). This facility 
should prove a valuable economizer of the time of the com- 
missioners. 

The scope of the epecial inquiries which, under section 205 of 
the Act of 1890, the Lord Chancellor may order is expressly 
enlarged so as to include (if desired) inquiries as to care, treat- 
ment and administration (clause 11 (1) )—semb/e, the old section 
was wide enough for this purpose as it stood—and the pro- 
cedure on such inquiries is dealt with (ibid. (2) (3)). The 
remaining provisions under the head with which we are con- 
cerned relate to (a) reception of boarders (clause 12), (6) 
management of hospitals (clauses 13-15), (c) branch establish- 
ments (clause 16), (¢) reception contracts, dissolutions of agree- 
ments to unite, superannuation, &c. (clauses 18-22), 

Clauses 24-30 of the Lord Chancellor’s Bill are concerned 
with more purely legal matters. Section 322 of the Act of 1890, 
dealing with offences against patients, is to extend to “striking ”’ 
—(query, was not the word “‘ill-treats” in the section to be 
amended wide enough for the purpose already ?)—-and include a 
workhouse (clause 24), impliedly excluded by the use of the 
term “‘ institution for lunatics” (see sub verbo, section 341, Act of 
1890). Again—and this is the most important provision in the 
Bill—subject to rules, the master is to have the jurisdiction of the 
Judge in Lunacy, and every order of a master is to have effect 
accordingly, by clause 26, unless annulled or varied on appeal. 
The effects of this sweeping change cannot be fully estimated 
until the Bill has passed and the rules under it have been 
published. Briefly, however, it places in the master’s hands 
all preliminary jurisdiction in inquisitions, and practically 
makes the Lords Justices in Lunacy solely a court of appeal. 
Again, “arrest of mental development ’’ is added (clause 26 (1) ) 
to the grounds for the summary procedure under section 116 (1) 
of the Act of 1890. It was doubtful whether the state indicated 
could be brought under ‘mental infirmities arising from 
disease ” in section 116 (1) (¢). 

It is to be regretted that the Lord Chancellor has not 
expressly extended section 116 to proceedings for the removal 
of lunatic incumbents, which at present, owing to the phraseology 
of the Incumbents’ Resignation Act, can only be effected by 
inquisition. The Lunacy visitors are empowered (clause 27) 
to visit persons dealt with under section 116. 

The last important clause (clause 28) defines the effect of 
inquisitions upon reception orders. If the alleged lunatic is 
found sane, the reception order determines ‘‘ forthwith.”” There 
is need here, it is submitted, for greater precision, ani in 
particular for fresh provisions as to notice. If the alleged 





lunatic is found incapable of managing himself and his 

affairs, the order continues till the appointment of a committee 
—and here due precautions as to notice and service have been 
| taken—and thereafter determine. If the lunatic is found 
| capable of managing himself but not his affairs, the order 
| similarly determines, but the judge may give directions as to 
| residence, care, and treatment. The duties of the commissioners 
| as to visitation continue so long as a reception order is in force, 
| but no longer. Surely it would be well to define explicitly the 
| effect of proceedings under section 116 on reception orders. 








THE INNER TEMPLE RECORDS. 


WE are glad to welcome the appearance of the second volume of the 
useful and interesting collection of the records of the Inner Temple 
which is being issued by the benchers under the editorship of Mr. 
INDERWICK, Q.C.* The former volume brought the history of the 
society down to 1603. At the commencement of James I. the most 
important matter was the title of the two Temples to the premises 
which they had occupied for nearly three hundred years. Their 
tenancy under the Knights Hospitallers had come to an end with 
the extinction of that order. But the two societies, as Mr. 
INDERWICK states in the very full introduction which he has prefixed 
to the volume, continued to pay to Henry VIII. the rents of 
£10 a piece which they had paid to the hospitallers, though there 
was apparently no lease actually granted by the Crown. This 
defect in their title was remedied by the patent which was granted 
in 1608, under which the societies took in fee not only ‘‘all the 
inns and buildings known as the Inner and the Middle or the New 
Temple, together with the Temple bridge,” which they had held 
before, but also the Temple Church. A payment of £10 from each 
inn was reserved to the Crown in lieu of the former rents, and the 
duty was imposed on the societies of providing a house for the 
master of the Temple and contributing annually £17 63. 8d. towards 
his maintenance, a further sum of £20 being paid by the Crown, in 
whom the right of presentation to the office was vested. An 
iron-bound chest to ~contain the patent was _ constructed 
at a cost of £15 4s. 8d. and iu this chest, which is now 
under the communion table of the Temple Church, it is still 
preserved. The chest is only opened in the presence of the 
treasurers of the two inns, who hold the keys of the two padlocks, 
and the patent was last inspected in 1896, when a facsimile reproduc- 
tion was made for the use of the two societies. A reduced copy of 
this is prefixed to the present volume. In return for the confirmation 
of their title by the patent, the societies joined in giving to the king 
‘‘a stately cup of pure gold weighing 200 ounces and one-half,” the 
entire cost being £666 12s, 4d., or, according to present value, £3,500. 
But though the cup was preserved by King James, it speedily passed 
under his successor, with other Crown plate and many of the Crown 
jewels, to Holland, there to be put in pawn, and so far as any inform- 
ation can be obtained, it was never redeemed. 

Mr. INDERWICK gives a graphic account of the troubles to 
which the lawyers were at this time exposed in consequence of 
the disreputable characters who frequented the neighbouring 
sanctuary of Whitefriars, and who made their exits and _ their 
entrances through the Temple precincts. The nuisance was abated 
as far as possible by walling up the gates through which access 
was possible. The right of sanctuary as a plea in bar of indict- 
ments was abolished in 1624, but this did not clear away Alsatia 
and for a hundred years later the neighbourhood of the Temple was 
the refuge of absconding debtors and disorderly persons. While 
there was this trouble at the lawyers’ doors, the state of things inside 
the Temple left much to be desired. The church, which was now 
acquired for the first time, had been suffered to fall into a ruinous con- 
dition, and the churchyard had been turned into a washing ground. 
Within the next three years a sum of £469 was spent upon restoration. 
This was raised in the ordinary course by assessments made upon the 
members of the two societies. 

With regard to the services in the church, a curious dispute arose 
between the two societies. In 1620, Dr. MAsTEers, who was then the 
Master of the Temple, gave offence by administering the Communion 
to the members of the Inner Temple before those of the Middle, thus 
indicating, it was supposed, a higher consideration for the one society 
than the other. The Middle Temple resented the arrangement, and 
the matter was referred to a joint committee, who reported that 
there was no distinction in antiquity between the two houses. There- 
upon & compromise was arranged, under which on one Sunday the 
bread was administered first to the Inner and the wine first to the 
Middle Temple, and on alternate Sundays the order was reversed. 


* A Calendar of the Inner Temple Records, E:lited by F. A. Inpexwick. QC., Treasurer 
of the Honourable Society of the Ioner Temple. Vol 1I.: 1 James I. (1603) —Restoration 
(1660). Henry Sotheran & Co.; Stevens & Haynes; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
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This practice continued with satisfaction to all parties during 
the incumbency of Dr. Mastrrs, but when Dr. MIcKLETHWAITE 
came in in 1627, with stricter notions of propriety, he objected 
to the order of administration being made the subject of 
a bargain and objected also to the members, in accordance with 
a custom of the times, remaining in their pews to communicate. 
This was only one point in a prolonged quarrel, which took place 
between the new master and the societies and which was referred to 
the Privy Council. The council adopted Dr. MICKLETHWAITE's views 
on the matter, and the members wisely acquiesced in leaving the 
order of administration to him. It may be noticed that among the 
causes of dispute in the case was a claim by the worthy doctor to 
take tithes of the lawyers’ fees, a claim which be was unable to make 
good. He died in 1639, and his place was filled by a LITTLETON. 

But ecclesiastical matters by no means absorbed the spare time of 
the lawyers. Many pages of Mr. INDERWICK’s introduction are 
occupied with the account of the masques with which they celebrated 
great occasions. Such an occasion was the marriage of the Princess 
Elizabeth to the Count Palatine of the Rhine on St. Valentine’s day, 
1612-13. The Middle Temple and Lincoln’s-inn jomed in the presen- 
tation of one masque, and the Inner Temple and Gray’s-inn gave 
another, the latter being by Beaumont and representing the marriage 
of the Thames and the Rhine. The masque given by the Middle 
Temple and Lincoln’s-inn was performed on Monday, the 15th of 
February, and the performers proceeded on horseback with torch- 
bearers and trumpets by way of the Strand to Whitehall. The 
following day was assigned for the Inner Temple and Gray’s-inn, 
and this time the water route was chosen. The performers were 
escorted over London Bridge to Southwark, and thence at seven 
o’clock in the evening went to Whitehall in the royal barge amid 
much firing of cannon and attended by a gaily-illuminated flotilla. 
But this seems to have exhausted:the evening, and the performance 
of the masque had to be postponed till the fo — Saturday. The 
cost of the entertainment was naturally heavy, and seems to have 
exceeded £1,500. Other masques are described by Mr. INDERWICK, 
and at a later time they were succeeded by the performance of plays, 
which took place twice a year. 

A singular mark of the times is the frequency with which residence 

in the Temple was interrupted by outbreaks of the plague. The 
deficient water supply was remedied in 1619 by connecting the Temple 
with the reservoir at Sadler’s Wells, to which Sir HucH MippLETon 
had just brought the New River water, and though London gener- 
ally profited by this enterprize, it had no effect in checking the 
disease. Early in 1625 all work was given up in the Temple, there 
was no reading in the summer, and in the Michaelmas term the 
benchers held their meetings at Reading. Outbreaks occurred also 
in 1630, 1634, 1636, and in subsequent years; but, as Mr. INDERWICK 
observes, no regulated attempt was made to avert this sco . 
‘‘The only precaution taken against the plague was to flee from its 
contamination. When there were no fresh cases reported, the fellows 
returned, to be scared away again on the first intimation of another 
outbreak. The inn thus from time to time became deserted, and 
double allowances were made to the servants who watched the 
premises during the absence of the owners.” The continuity of life 
in the inns was also affected by the Civil War. From November, 1642, 
to November, 1644, no parliament was constituted in the Inner 
Temple, and no one was admitted to the bench or the bar. No rent 
was paid to the exchequer, no salary to the master, and there were 
no commons in the house. No treasurer was elected, and no accounts 
were audited. The result was that strangers with their families took 
possession of the deserted chambers, and were, with difficulty, ejected 
under the Commonwealth. The society, of course, was divided between 
the contending parties, but the prevailing sentiment was on the side of 
the Parliament. A considerable number of members were nominated 
among the king’s judges. Several of these declined to act, but ten sat 
in the court and signed the warrant for the king’s execution. Some 
died during the Commonwealth and thus escaped the vengeance 
of the Royalists; others, such as EpmMuND LupLow, went abroad or 
otherwise avoided the fate which overtook many of the surviving 
regicides. Only one member of the society—JoHn CAREw—suffered 
the extreme penalty of the law. 

An account of the work which Mr, InDERWICcK has done would be 
incomplete without a reference to Sir EpwARD CoKg, or, more 
familiarly, Lord Coxe. The records of the inn show the chambers 
to which he was admitted at the close of the sixteenth century, and 
though these have gone, their site in Mitre-court-buildings can still, 
it seems, be ascertained. After he had ceased to bea fellow, numerous 
entries in the records show that he kept up an intimate connection with 
the society. On various occasions he entertained the benchers, and their 
payment of a gratuity to his porter serves as a memento of the fact. 
In 1609 he presents a copy of his reports and 18d. is spent in placing 
the title upon them in gold letters. At Christmas, 1614, he makes the 
barristers’ mess a present of a doe and his man receives 11s, In 1615 two 
special keys of the garden are made for him so that he could enter from 
the waterside when the gates are closed. Of theclose of his life Mr. | 


managed to accumulate the mass of minute learning which his 
works disclose; but the wonder is diminished when his habits are 
known. He went to bed at nine and rose at three. Those, too, were 
the happy days when dinner was at eleven and supper at six (see p. 127), 
and possibly the same customs would produce another Cok, Mr. 
INDERWICK is to be complimented on the interest of his introduction. 


INDERWICK gives interesting details. It is sate a marvel how he 








MR. BIRRELL ON SIR FRANK LOCKWOOD.* 


IN his biographical sketch of Sir FRANK Lockwoop, Mr. BrrrExt loses 
himself in admiration of his hero’s love of mystification, as exemplifie? 
by a series of elaborate practical jokes on the subject of that imagi 
personage the Rev. TosrAs Borrin, B.A. (Lond... We close the boo 
with the impression that the author has been paying his hero the to” 
sincere flattery of imitation by an elaborate effort to mystify hi« 
readers on the cause of Lockwoop’s popularity. If we are to believe 
Mr. BIrRELL, and his correspondent Lord RosEBERY, this was Jargel, 
due to the fact that Lockwoop was an affectionate son, a g 
husband, a kind father, a fine figure of a man, a good friend, and an 
industrious lawyer, legitimately ambitious and more than legitimately 
successful. 

We entirely decline to believe it. Happily for England, the 
number of barristers who fulfil all these requirements is consider- 
able, but they do not attain to the popularity of Lockwoop. On 
the contrary, some of them are great bores. On the other hand, 
some of the most popular lawyers might be found on investiga- 
tion to be deficient in some or all of these valuable qualities. 
Why, then, does Mr. BrrrEwu seek to mystify us? And what is the 
fact? We take it that there is no mystery about the fact. 
Lockwoop was a ‘vision of delight” to thousands who were 
ignorant of his excellent virtues, simply because he had a double 
genius for farce—with tongue and pencil. And bis lot was thrown 
principally in contact with four institutions, outgrown and past their 
prime, and yearning for amusement as an opiate to their ennuwi—the 
circuit men, the common jury, the House of Commons, and London 
society. To all of these a man whose tongue and finger-tips were 
bubbling over with buffoonery was a perfect godsend. He was to all 
these the Court Jester or King’s Fool of earlier times, and for the same 
reason. Let another barrister arise with the same genial genius for 
buffoonery of both sorts and we would venture to guarantee him a 
similar popularity in the courts and in Parliament, even though he 
may have made fun of his parents, deserted his wife, ill-treated his 
children, neglected his work, cut his friends, and be but a hump- 
backed dwarf. No doubt it is a great comfort to society in the 
present instance to know that their B ng jester was also a reputable 
gentleman: but we feel sure that this had little or nothing to do 
with his attainment of the position. 

The strong point in Lockwoop’s character, when compared with 
that of other jesters, is no doubt the shrewd Yorkshire sense and 
strong will, which enabled him to make his double-handed jesting a 
slave and not a master, which kept it strictly subservient to the pro- 
fessional and political advancement upon which his mind was set. 
But the world which made him Pogular cared nothing about that, 
except that it was an additional joke and enjoyment to see him 
striding over the heads of men more capable than himself in all but 
the faculty of popularity and success. Let it be granted that in 

rivate life he was irreproachable, and in professional life in the 

ighest degree reputable. But let his popularity be put down, 
without mystification of any sort, to his genius for farce. Mr. 
BrrkE.u’s book, if read carefully, brings this out clearly. The fun, 
the jesting, the buffoonery, are of the first order: where this is 
absent everything is commonplace—letters, diary, speeches, com- 
ments, or reflections. But the quips and cranks, the sketches and 
caricatures, show genius of a very high order, and from this point 
of view the book is well worth reading, and will be widely read. 


Men of finance, speculation, and commerce, says the Daily Telegraph, 
crowded the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, on Friday week, for the letting, on 
an eighty years’ lease, of a tite in the heart of the City of London, nearly 
an acre in extent. It was an opportunity which seldom occurs, and Meesre. 
Baker & Sons had a splendid audience before them. The landin Pm gp 
belongs to the Bridge H« use Estates Committee of the Corporation, and 
fronts London-wall and a portion of Finsbury-circus. Bidding commenced 
at £10,000 a year, or 3s. 6d. per foot, and toon a spirited contest ensued 
between two well-known City men, the offers rising rapidly to £15,000 and 
then £16,000 per annum. After a brief pause a further advance to £16,900 
was made, followed by one of £17,000 a year, and, at the last-mentioned 
sum, the property was sold to Mr. Ludwig Neumann, of Warnford-court, 
Tbrogmorton-street. The price works out at nearly 7s. per foot. It is 
estimated, however, that nearly a querter of a million of money will be 
required to cover the site and develop it. 


* Sir Frank “Lockwood ; A Biographical Sketch, By Avovstixe Birkett, Q.C., M.P 
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ACTS. 


Tue LAND TRANSFER Acrs, 1875 AND 1897. AND LAND TRANSFER 
RvuieEs AND Forms, 1898, witrm Notes. By W. AmBroseE, Esq., 
Q.C., M.P., Attorney-General of the Duchy of Lancaster, and 
Queen’s Attorney and Serjeant within the County Palatine of 
Lancaster; and W. B, FerGuson, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co. 


THE 


This is the first of the series of books on the Land Transfer Acts 
which we suppose will be forthcoming. It is compact and conve- 
nient in size, well printed, and arranged co as to lay before the reader 
the complicated provisions of the Actsand rules in a convenient form. 
The Land Transter Act, 1875, with the alterations made by the Act 
of 1897, is first given, the additions being inserted in the proper 
places and indicated by square brackets, and the repealed portions of 
the Act of 1875 being either printed in italics or omitted in the text 
and given in small type foot-notes (a rather good idea), Then in the 
notes to the sections reference is made to the rules bearing on the 
subject-matter. It might have been convenient if more had been done 
in the notes in the way of summarizing the provisions of the rules ; but 
this would have been a difficult task, and might have proved misleading. 
After this consclidation, the Act of 1897 is separately printed, with 
notes to most of the sections; and then follow the rules and forms 
of 1898 printed in full, but without notes. These are succeeded by 
the drait order as to fees and the rules under section 10 of the 
Small Holdings Act, 1892; and in an appendix we have a portion of 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874; sections 7 to 24 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881, and the Remuneration Order. We think most 
readers will consider that this appendix of statutory and other 
provisions, which every conveyancer almost knows by heart, might 
well have been omitted. 

The introduction to the bcok contains a useful ,broad, popular 
outline of the leading features of the system introduced by the 
Acts, particularly with regard to first registration of title, 
which is dealt with practically as to each step in the process. 
The authors, towards the close of the introduction, take occasion 
to refer to some of the results of the adoption of the new system. 
They say: ‘‘ It is admitted that the Act of 1897 is a tentative measure, 
aud a few years will be sufficient to shew whether the new system is 
more or less expensive than the old, and also whether or not it opens 
a greater door to fraud than the old system of conveyancing. 
But the profession and the public ought at once to understand 
that the new registration system does a great deal more than merely 
alter the mode of conveyancing ; and that, whilst professing merely 
to simplify titles and reduce the expenses of conveyancing, it effects a 
complete revolution of the law of real property, and reverses some of the 
oldest principles of Enylish law ; principles which are well understood 
and relied upon, not by lawyers only, but by all classes of the com- 
munity as safeguards for their rights.” The principles referred to in 
this extract, and subsequently discussed at some length, are mainly 
those relative to possession as evidence of title; and to real owner- 
ship being in the persons benefically entitled. There is great force in 
many of the authors’ observations on these points, and much which 
affords food for serious consideration, particularly as to the first 
matter; but the authors’ arguments might, perhaps, have been 
better put in some respects, and surely we might have been spared 
the citations of Elliot v. Merryman and Basset v. Nosworthy. We 
remember hearing Vice-Chancellor Malins on one occasion humorously 
request Mr. Benjamin, Q.C. (who liked to begin at the beginning of 
things), to bave the goodness to assume that the court had some 
slight elementary knowledge of equity. There is a little lack of such 
an assumption in this introduction. On the other hand, there is an 
independence of view of the new system which certainly prepossessed 
us in favour of the book. 

hen we came to consider the notes to the sections of the Acts, how- 
ever, we must confess to a good deal of disappointment. They are some- 
times meagre, and at other times contain matter, inthe shapeof comment 
and criticism, which would have been better omitted, or placed in the 
introduction. Some of them bear traces of inaccuracy, no doubt due 
to haste, as, for instance, on p. 6, in the note to section 6 of the Act 
of 1875, we are told that, ‘‘ with regard to a possessory title, the rules 
are 17-24; from which it will be seen that a present title to posses- 
sior, based on a statutory declaration in Form 2, in the first schedule 
to the rules, must be produced” [the italics are ours]. Now, rule 17 
sey+ as plainly as possible that tne application for registration with a 
porsessory title may be accompanied by either (a) @ conveyance on 
sale to the applicant, or (b) a statutory declaration in Form 2. This 
mistake is more inexplicable as at p. xvii. of the Introduction the 
matter is correctly stated. Again, we find the ‘Settled Estates 
Acts” mentioned in the note on p. 5 instead of the Settled Land Acts, 
and, in another note on the same page, we are introduced to the 

V«ndors and Porchasers Act, 1874.” 
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But in other places the statements made can hardly be explained 
by haste. In the note tosection 11 (3) of the Act of 1875, in discussing 
the compulsion attempted in the case of a purchaser of leaseholds, by 
rule 59, the authors very properly doubt (as we bave done in this jour- 
nal) whether the penalty will be«ffective, but they proceed to make the 
following remarkable suggestion : ‘‘ It must be remembered that, for 
the purposes of assignment, an agreement for a lease has the advantage 
that the assignee may take all the beneficial rights of the agreement 
without subjecting himself to the obligations of the covenants to pay 
rent and keep the premises in repair, which would be involved in a 
lease.”” Can the authors have considered the celebrated judgment in 
Walsh v. Lonsdale (21 Ch. D. 9, 14)? Although we share tke authors’ 
dislike to the system of cautions, inhibitions, and restrictions, 
we can hardly agree with their statement in the note on 
p. 42 of the practical effect of these contrivances, or with their 
suggestion in the note to section 1 of the Act of 1897, with reference 
to the trouble and expense of tracing heirship, that ‘‘it will be 
somewhat of a relief to the conveyancer to find that, so far as the 
legal estate is concerned, he need not go beyond the probate or letters 
of administration.” What about the conveyance by the personal repre- 
sentative to the heir-at-law ? Nor can we feel much confidence in the 
authors’ ingenious suggestion, in the note to section 24 of the Act of 
1897, and also on p. 131, that copyholds will be held to be within the 
Land Transfer Acts, upon the strength of the words of that section— 
‘‘all hereditaments, corporeal and incorporeal, shall be deemed land 
within the meaning of the principal Act and tbis Act’’; while section 
2 of the Act of 1875 specifically provides that land shall not be regis- 
tered under that Act unless it is of freehold tenure. They are quite 
right in calling attention to the conflicting sections, but hardly, we 
think, in assuming that the courts will look at the later legislative 
provision without having regard to the whole scope of the Acts. 

The work will be found, as it stands, a handy and convenient 
edition of the Acts and rules, and, with careful revision of the notes, 
it may be made into a useful treatise. 


COMPANY PRECEDENTS, 
CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR USE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES SUB- 
JECT TO THE COMPANIES ACcTs, 1862 To 1890. Wuira Copious 
AN APPENDIX CONTAINING ACTS AND RULES. 


NorEes, AND 
SEvENTH Eprrion. By Francis BEAUFORT PALMER, Esq., 


Barrister-at-Law ; assisted by the Hon. CHARLES MACNAGHTEN, 
Q.C., and Artnur Joun Cuittry, Barrister-at-Law. IN Two 
Parts, Parti. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Palmer, in the preface to this new edition, draws attention to 
the enormous development whieh bas occurred in joint-stock enter- 
prize since bis work was first published in 1877. The paid-up capital 
of companies under the Acts of 1862 and 1867 was, he says, then not 
much in excess of £300,000,000, while it now exceeds £1,400,000,000, 
to which may be added, say, £400,000,000 represented by 
debentures and debenture stock, making an aggregate of, say, 
£1,800,000,000, The figures are certainly amaziog, and the author 
is justified in assuming that in the moulding of the regulations, con- 
tracts, and securities of the vast number of companies to whose 
registration is due this enormous increase of capital, his book has 
played a very important part. Most diaftsmen have, of course, their 
own pet forms, but it would be difficult to find any of these which 
does not bear a family resemblance to ‘‘ Palmer.’’ The author, in 
fact, came forward at the right time with a book of the right kind, 
and he has most properly reaped his reward. 

The fact that the work has kept its position, almost unaffected by 
rivals, for twenty-one years is no doubt mainly due to the fact that 
the author, in the midst of engrossing professional occupations, has 
never ceased to keep a careful eye on the adaptation of the book to 
new developments in company law and practice. A new class of 
companies arose; forthwith the next edition contained appropriate 
‘‘object clauses.” For instance, in the present edition we find 
clauses for an Employers’ Mutual Association formed with re- 
gard to the Workman’s Compensation Act, 1897. Under- 
writing came into vogue, and forms were at once provided. 
These forms have been carefully revised and added to in the 
present edition. Throughout the book, both in the notes and forms, 
we find this careful regard to the wants of the practitioner. Some 
additions, small in themselves, but of much practical convenience, 
have been made—for instance, the alphabetical index at p. 312 of 
‘*Objects for Specific Companies,” and the alphabetical synopsis of 
contents at the commencement of the work. With regard to filing 
contracts, it is to be regretted that we have not the benefit of tle 
author’s observations on the Companies Act of last session: the 
profession would doubtless welcome an appendix containing this Act 
with notes. We would also suggest, for the consideration of the 
authors in the next edition, the advisability of shortening and simpli- 
fying the form of Debenture Stock Trust Deed. But this edition, 
with its large amount of new matter, will certainly keep up the 
reputation of the work. 
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EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


Tue LAw oF Employers’ LIABILITY AND WORKMEN’S CoMPENSA- 
TION. By Tuomas BEVEN, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow Bros. 
& Layton (Limited). 


EmMPLoYErs’ LIABILITY UNDER THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
1897, AND THE EmpLoyers’ Liasiuity Act, 1880. Wirn RuLEs 
UNDER THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION AcT, 1897. By ARTHUR 
Rosrnson, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. SEcOND EDITION, INCLUDING 
PRECEDENTS OF SCHEMES OF COMPENSATION UNDER THE WoRK- 
MEN’S COMPENSATION AcT, 1897, CERTIFIED BY THE REGISTRAR OF 
FRIENDLY Socretres, By the AuTHoR and J. D. Stuart Sim, 
B.A., Barrister-at-Law, Assistant-Registrar of Friendly Societies. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


TuEe Empioyvers’ Liapinity Act, 1880, AND THE WORKMEN’s Com- 
PENSATION AcT, 1897, TOGETHER WITH THE STATUTES AFFECT- 
ING THESE ACTS; ALSO THE RULES OF PROCEDURE THEREUNDER, 
AND Forms. By ALFRED HENRY RvEGG,Q.C. Third Edition. 
Butterworth & Co. 


Lawyers and the public cannot complain of being left without 

idance on the subject of employers’ linbility. The immediate cause 
of the plentiful output of text-books is, of course, the coming into 
operation of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 ; but the opinion 
is freely expressed that the number of actions brought under the Act 
of 1880 is not likely—for the present, at any rate—to be materially 
diminished, and the above books are concerned with both Acts. Mr. 
Beven’s, perhaps, contains the most serious contribution which has yet 
been made to the law of the subject. Practitioners who are acquainted 
with his work on Negligence will understand that he is well qualified 
to undertake the task, and many of the questions involved have 
already, in that book, been submitted by him to minute examination. 
In the present work Mr. Beven has thrown into a series of propositions, 
illustrated by examples taken from decided cases, the matter which is 
useful to be known before entering upon the statutes, and he then 
annotates very fully the Act of 1880, and at less length the Act of 
1897. 

Neither Mr. Beven nor Mr. Ruegg, it may be observed, look with 
any confidence to the easy working of the new Act. The inevitable 
problems, says the former, that must be solved by the lawyers are 
numerous and interesting ; while besides, there are at least one or 
two absurdities which probably will — beyond the lawyers’ ait, 
and will only yield to amending legislation. And yet it was 
originally the intention to exclude lawyers from assisting in its 
interpretation | Mr. Ruegg uses language equally strong: ‘‘The 
Act,” he say, ‘‘is a tentative one and of partial application only to 
the industries of the country. No one has srreonals 4 to defend it as 
a logical measure ; nor, indeed, could this be done, for its effect is to 
make the law upon the subject illogical to a degree almost ludicrous.” 
Mr. Ruegg’s book has in two former editions been useful in ex- 
pounding the Act of 1880, and he has now added a very careful 
exposition of the Act of 1897. He is naturally attracted by the 
question when an accident is to be deemed to arise ‘‘ out of and in 
the course of the employment,” and he gives several hypothetical 
examples to explain the matter. Probably enough actual cases will 
soon be decided to put a pretty clear construction upon the phrase. 
The book contains the rules and forms under the Act of 1897, and 
also a series of forms for use in actions under the Act of 1880. 

In noticing the first edition of Mr. Robinson’s work we mentioned 
as a special feature in it the list of defences and actions under the Act 
of 1880 which he gives and which he illustrates by examples culled 
from the reports. The present edition has also a list of schemes made 
under the Act of 1897 which have been sanctioned by the Registrar 
of Friendly Societies, and this will be found to be a very useful 
feature of the book. The quotations from the speeches made in 
Parliament during the progress of the Bill, which were given in the 
former edition, have been retained, and they are interesting to refer 
to, though, of course, they cannot control the interpretation of the 
Act. 





THE COMMON LAW. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE ComMON LAW. INTENDED FOR THE USE OF 
STUDENTS AND THE PROFESSION. By JoHN INDERMAUR, Solicitor. 
Ercutn Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 


A book which has attained to its eighth edition can be safely 
assumed to have met with general favour; and the style and 
arrangement of Mr. Indermaur’s treatise readily account for 
this. The title, if left unexplained, might be misleading. A 
book on the common law pure and simple would be of small 
value to the practitioner. The common law has been too 
much mixed with statute law for it to have any great importance 
as a separate head of law. Mr. Indermaur’s real subject is the 
law as usually administered in the Queen’s Bench Division, and 
the book is accordingly divided into Contract and Tort, with two 





additional chapters on damages and on evidence in civil cases. A 
subject in which the common law plays only an insignificant part— 
for so recent a doctrine as that of common employment can hardly be 
said to be included in the common law—is the liability of employers, 
and here Mr. Indermaur has introduced a short account of the Act 
of 1897. He has also incorporated such of the recent decisions as are 
suitable to the work. Allen v. Flood (1898, A. ©. 1) is naturally 
noticed in several places, and as an example of damnum sine injuria 
reference is made to the curious case of ~-_ v. Worsley (1898, 1 Ch. 
274). The chapter on Landlord and Tenant presents within the 
compass of thirty a clearly-written outline of that subject, but, 
like other parts of the book, it bears frequent marks of the inter- 
ference of statute law. Even the customary half-year's notice has 
been rendered subject to variation under the a Holdings 
Act, 1883. The book appears to have been carefully revised. 





INCOME TAX, 


Pratti’s INcoME TAX: BEING A FULL ANALYSIS OF THE PRovI- 
SIONS OF THE IncoME Tax Acts, wiTH CASES OF ILLUSTRATION, 
EXPLANATORY NOTES, AND A Copious InpEx. SixTH Epirion. 
By JosEPpH HAworTH REDMAN, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; 
Butterworth & Co. 

Several years have elapsed since the fifth edition of this well-known 
book first saw the light, and a new edition is very welcome. The 
present editor has brought the work well up to date, and while pre- 
ores its original design, has made the task of finding what is 
wanted easier by further sub-dividing it in its chapters and sections, 
and by several other slight alterations in its ent. The book 
does not profess to be more than an analysis of the Acts relating to 
income tax, and the author refers his readers to the work of the late 
Mr. Dowell for the full text of those Acts. None the less the work 
contains a large amount of valuable information on its subject, 
and its old- i utation will no doubt be still further increased 
by the new edition. To lawyers the most important and interesting 
thing in the book is the reference to section 16 of the Finance Act, 
1898, This valuable section provides that henceforth the General 
Commissioners may permit barristers and solicitors to plead before 
them on any —- ivilege which has been most unreasonably 
denied the profession hitherto. 





THE VACCINATION LAW. 


Suaw's MANUAL OF THE VACCINATION Law. By a: Barrister-at- 
Law. Sixtu Eprrion. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


This is a useful little book, and we see no reason why its author 
should prefer to remain anonymous. The introduction is a carefully- 
written treatise on the history of the Vaccination law, containing, 
amongst other useful information, copious extracts from the report 
of the Royal Commission which recently inquired into the subject. 
The main part of the book contains the text of the Vaccination 
Acts of 1867, 1871, 1874, and 1898, with explanatory notes. The 
notes on the Act of 1898 will be found, onthe whole, adequate, but 
there are points arising in that Act on which a further discussion 
would have been desirable. Thus, while the author, no doubt 
rightly, takes the view that a metropolitan police magistrate has 
power, under section 2, to Fw a certificate of exemption, he does 
not give the provinces benefit of his opinion on the vexed 
question whether the use in that section of the expression “‘ two 
justices in petty sessions ’’ enables two members of a petty sessional 
court to grant such a certificate in opposition to the feeling of a 
majority of the bench. 





LAW OF THE PRESS. 


Tue Law or THE Press: A Dicsst or THE Law AFrecrine NEws- 
PAPERS IN ENGLAND, INDIA, AND THE CoLONIES. WITH A CHAPTER 
on ForzIGN Press Copgs. By Joszen R. Fisuer, B.A., and 

. LLB., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND 

Eprrion. William Clowes & Son (Limited). 

This is a very complete treatise on a very important subject. The 
registration of momapanies the ication to them of the laws of 
copyright and of libel, the tions, the relations of 
editors to their staff and contributors, are all exhaustively dealt with, 
and both to lawyers and to members of the “‘ fourth estate” the book 
ought to prove a most valuable guide. It is well arranged, and the 
references to cases — the other information gpa a 
have been brought thoroughly up to date. e parts devo’ 
forei end colonial press low taut have involved immense industry, 
and the authors have every reason tc ieei satisfied with the result, 
The index is fairly adequate; it might have been enlarged with 
advantage. 
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ARBITRATION AND AWARDS. 


Tue Law OF ARBITRATION AND AWARDS. WITH APPENDIX CON- 
TAINING STATUTES RELATING TO ARBITRATION. THIRD EDITION. 
By Josuva SuLAter, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The law of arbitration is to> large a subject for treatment in a 
manual of this description, but Mr. Slater’s little book may be of 
assistance to practitioners who have not a more exhaustive treatise at 
hand. The selection of ‘‘statutes bearing on arbitration” contained 
in the appendix is somewhat capricious, and the enumeration in 
Chapter IV. of statutes providing for arbitration in cases of public 
companies and corporations must not be taken as complete; but 
completeness is not to be expected in a work of this modest character. 
The book is marked by precision and lucidity of style. 


LIGHT AND AIR. 


Tue Law or Licgut anp Arr, By Atrrep A. Hupson and 
ARNOLD INMAN, Barristers-at-Law. Frank P. Wilson; Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The clearness and simplicity with which the law is stated in this 
book, and the copious illustrations of the application of the law in 

deciding cases, cunnot fail to make ‘‘ Hudson on Light and Air” a 

— handbook for surveyors and students, and even trained 

awyers who can find room on their shelves for books dealing with a 
very limited section of the law of real property will find tais work of 
service. It is painstaking and accurate, and is none the less valuable 
for being elementary in form. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Law Specially Relating to Tramways and Light Railways, 
and containing the Tramways Act, 1870, and the Board of Trade 
Rules and Regulations Relating to Tramways, with Notes; and the 
Light Railways Act, 1896, and the Board of Trade Rules and Regu- 
lations Relating to Light Railways, with Notes and a Full Collection 
of Precedents. By SEwarp Brice, Q.C., M.A., LL.D., Lond., 
Stevens & Haynes. 


Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by Roxzerr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by other Members of 
the Bar. With American Notes by InvinG Browne. Vol. XVI. : 
Larceny Act—Mandate. Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 25s, net. 


The Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, and Amending 
Acts, Annotated and Explained, together with the Statutory Forms 
aid Instructions. By Cuares E. ALLEN, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at- 
Law, assisted as to the Practice by Francis J. ALLEN, M.D., 
D.Ph., Medical Officer of Health to the Strand District Board of 
Works. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


Outlines of Common Law. Specially prepared for Students. By 
MaktTIN E.xior, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. Price 10s. 6d. 


The Solicitors’ Diary, Almanac, and Legal Directory, 1899. Con- 
taining an excellent Diary, with Legal Notes for each day in the 
year; Treatises on the Stamp Act and on Estate, Succession, and 
Legacy Duties; Lists of County Courts, Recorders, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, Coroners, Under-sheriffs, Queen’s Counsel, &c. ; 
Information as to Oaths in Supreme Court, Jurats, &c.; Suggestions 
on Registering Deeds, &c., at Public Offices; Table of the Solicitors 
Acts; the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order and Scale; Precedents of 
Costs ; List of District Registries; Official Receivers in Bankruptcy ; 
Parliamentary, Insurance, and Banking Directories, &c.; a Digest 
of the Public General Acts of the Sessions of 1898 (61 & 62 Vict.), 
with Alphabetical Index, &c.; Complete List of Practising Bar- 
risters-at-Law aud of London and Country Solicitors, with appoint- 
ments held by them, revised with the official roll by permission of 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society and corrected by direct 
correspondence. The Treatise upon the Stamp Act and the Law and 
Practice of Stamping Documents is revised to date and in accordance 
with the latest decisions. The Treatises on Oaths, Solicitors’ 
Charges, and Death Duties are revised by J. Goprrey Hickson, 
¥sq., Solicitor. Fifty-fifth year of publication. Waterlow & Sons 
(Limited). 

Waterlow Bros. & Layton’s Legal Diary and Almanac for 1899. 
Containing a List of Stamp Duties from 1804 to present time, with 
Regulations as to Stamping and Allowance for Spoilt Stamps; a 
Diary for every day in the year; Suggestions on Registering and 
Filing Deeds and Papers at Public Offices; Table of Succession to 
Real and Personal Property; Papers on the Preparation of Legacy 
and Succession Accounts, and Notes as to Preliminary, Intermediate, 
and Final Examination of Articled Clerks; a List of Law Reports, 
with their abbreviations and dates; an Index to Public General 
Statutes from the time of Henry III. ; a Digest of the Public General 








Acts of last Session; List of London and Provincial Barristers, 
London and Country Solicitors, and Irish and Scotch Solicitors, with 
appointments, agents, kc. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 

The Law Magazine and Review: a Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. Being the combined Law Magazine (founded in 1528) and 
the Law Review (founded in 1844), November, 1898. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
LAND TRANSFER ACTS, 1875 AND 1897. 


Land Registry, 
34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
29th October, 1898. 

Rule made in pursuance of the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, 
and certified to be urgent, dated the 28th day of October, 1898: 

Until the 1st of January, 1899, the Registrar may, if he thinks fit, 
and notwithstanding anything in the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, 
receive, proceed with, and register avy application, transfer, or 
charge, made or executed in the form or manner prescribed by the 
Rules rescinded by Rule 279 of the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, and 
may continue, so far ag may be expedient, the mode and form of 
registration heretofore in use under the Rules so rescinded. 

Copies of the above Rule can be obtained at the Land Registry. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orxvers or Court. 
The 29th day of July, 1898. 

I, Hardinge S!anley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancelior of Gre it 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Norra (1898—R.—No. 170). 
In re Ryder & Co, Limited Walter John Valentice v Ryder & Co and 

Another 

Mr. Justice Romer (1898—R.—No. 178). 
In re Ryder & Co, Limited Parr’s Bank, Limited v Ryder & Co, Limited 


Ha ssvry, C. 
. 





Fiiday, the 28th day of October, 1898. 


I. HarJinge Stanley, Ea:l of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Brit 1in, do her. by order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wrigh*. 


SOHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Romer (1897—S.—No. 1,414). 


In re The Savoy Press, Limited Walter Abbotts v The Savoy Press, 
Limited Hatspory, C. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


es : 
Court of Appeal. ei 


REG. v. THE JUDGE OF THE NORTHALLERTON COUNTY COURT. 
No. 1. 3lst Oct. 


Bankruptcy—Jvrispiciion or Country Court—Orper ror WARRANT OF 
Axnnest—IRREGULARITY OF OxDgR—PRoHIBITION—--BANkKRUPTcy AcrT, 
1883, ss. 25, 100, 102, 104—Banxkruprcy Act, 1890, s. 7. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court refusing to 
grant a writ of certiorari to bring up and quash a warrant issued by the 
judge of the Northallerton County Court for the arrest of a 
debtor under section 25 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The 
evidence taken before the county court judge showed that on 
the 12th of April, 1898, the debtor, Frederick Herbert Skinner, 
was insolvent, and was being pressed by his creditors, and that on that 
day he departed from his dwelling-house for the purpose of delaying his 
creditors and escaping payment of his debts. On the 23rd of April a 
petition in bankruptcy was presented against him in the Northallerton 
County Court. On the 9th of Maya receiving order was made, and on 
the same day the official receiver posted a notice to the debtor’s address, 
1equiring him to attend a meeting of his creditorsonthe1lthof May. The 
debtor having made default in attending the meeting, an application was 
made to the county court judge on the 13th of May for an order directing a 
warrant to be issued for his arrest under section 25 (1) (a) of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, and on that application the judge made an order for the warrant which 
it was now sought to quash. The warrant recited that ‘‘ by evidence taken 
upon oath it hath been made to appear to the satisfaction of the court that 
there is probable reason to suspect and believe that the said Frederick 
Herbert Skinner is avoiding examination in respect of his affairs and is 
otherwise delaying or embarrassing the proceedings in bankruptcy against 
him.’’ The debtor was arrested under this warrant on the Jlst of May, 
but three days later he was released on his making an apology and under- 
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aking to give all information which might be required. The debtor then 
obtained a rule nisi for a writ of certiorari on the grounds that 
the county court judge had no jurisdiction to order the warrant to be 
jasued, and that it was irregular on the face of it. The Divisional 
Court (Wright and Darling, JJ.), dischar, the rule, holding that on 
the authority of Re New Par Consols (46 W. R. 369; 1898, 1 Q. B. 669) 
a writ of certiorari could not be granted to quash an order made by a 
county court judge sitting in bankruptcy. The debtor a ed, and it 
was now argued on his behalf—first, that there was no evidence to give 
ground for believing that he had absconded or was about to abscond with 
a view of avoiding payment of his debts; secondly, that the county court 
judge sitting in bankruptcy could only order the issue of a warrant of 
arrest if a debtor was about to abscond after a bankruptcy notice had been 
issued or after presentation of a bankruptcy petition, and that, as the 
debtor left his home before either the one or the other, his arrest was 
ordered without jurisdiction ; and thirdly, that the warrant was bad upon 
the face of it, because it did not shew the offence committed by the debtor. 

Tre Court (A. L. Smirn, Riesy, and Vavenan Wiuras, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Sairn, L.J., said that the first ground of appeal was totally un- 
tenable in fact. As to the second ground, in his ju ent section 7 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, was enacted by way of amendment to section 25 
(1) (a) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to meet this point. The two sections 
coupled together read thus: ‘If after a bankruptcy notice has been 
issued under this Act, or after the presentation of a bankruptcy petition, 
it appears to the court that there is probable reason for believing that the 
debtor has absconded or is about to abscond,”’ then a warrant may be issued. 
In his opinion the words ‘‘ has absconded”’ were without limitation as to time, 
and included the case where a debtor had absconded before the notice or 
petition. With regard to the third ground, it was necessary to consi 
what was the juriediction of a county court judge sitting in bankruptcy ? 
By section 92 (1) of the yoyper Act, 1883, it was enacted that “‘ the 
courts having jurisdiction in bankruptcy shall be the High Court and the 
county courts.’”’ By section 93 (1) it was enacted that ‘‘ from and after 
the commencement of this Act the London Bankruptcy Court shall be 
united and consolidated with and form part of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature, and the jurisdiction of the London Bankruptcy Court shall be 
transferred to the High Court.’’ By section 100, “‘ A county couré shall 
for the purposes of its bankruptcy jurisdiction in addition to the 
ordinary powers of the court have all the powers and jurisdiction of the 
High Court, and the orders of the court may be enforced accord- 
ingly in mavner prescribed.’’ By section 102 (2), ‘A court having 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy under this Act shall not be subject to be 
restrained in the exercise of its powers under this Act by the order of any 
other court, nor shall any appeal lie from its decisions except in manner 
directed by this Act.’? And by section 104 (1), ‘‘Every court having 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy under this Act may review, rescind, or vary any 
order made by it under its bankruptcy jurisdiction.’”? In his judgment 
the result of these sections was that the position of a county court judge 
sitting in bankruptcy was a position dale to that of a judge of the High 
Court, and that, as long as a county court judge was exercising 
bankruptcy jurisdiction, the remedy by which to question an order made 
by such a judge was by application to the judge himself sitting 
in bankruptcy, and not by certiorari to bring up the order into the Queen’s 
Bench Division. That was the procedure which this court held in the case 
of Re New Par Consols to be the proper procedure under the Winding-up 
Acts, and the present case appeared to him to be even a stronger case than 
that. 

Ricny, L.J., concurred. 

VauGHan* WittiaMs, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.--- 
Counset, &. G. Glen and Horridge; Sir R. B. Finlay, S8.G., and Muir 
Mackenzie. Soutcrrons, Skinner, Son, & Church, Sunderland ; Svlicitor to the 
Board of Trade. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re SCOWCROFT. ORMEROD ». VICAR OF BISHOPS ITCHINGTON. 
Stirling, J. 27th Oct. 


Cxarity—Gurt ror ‘tHe FurTHERANCE or CONSERVATIVE PRINCIPLES AND 
Retierovs AND Menta ImMpROVEMENT.’’ 


In this case the question was raised whether certain devises were or were 
not valid as being charitable. By his will, dated the 20th day of February, 
1897, James Hamer Scowcroft, deceased, the vicar of Bishops Itchington, in 
the county of Warwick, devised to the vicar for the time being and his 
successors vicars of Bishops Itchington aforesaid the building known as 
the Conservative Club and Village Reading Room in that village to be 
maintained for the furtherance of Conservative principles and religious 
and mental improvement, and to be kept free from intoxicants and 
dancing, and he also thereby devised to such vicar and his successors 
& piece of land therein mentioned, one moiety of the income thereof 
to be used by the said vicar for and towards the church 
expenses (especially the organist’s salary) and the other moiety to be used 
for the maintenance of the aforesaid club and reading-room, and he 
thereby directed that both such devises should be free from all duties. 
The land on which the club and readiog-room stands was purchased by 
the testator in 1895, the building was erected by him in 1896, and down to 
the date of the testator’s death the building was used as a club-room 
for persons whose political opinions were Conservative to meet in, and also 
as a reading-room for persons residing in the parish who professed to 





belong to the Conservative party. The question was raised by an 
originating summons taken out by the executors of the will against the 
present vicar and the Attorney-General. No question was raised as to the 
validity of the gift for church expenses. 
Srraiine, J., said that it was not necessary for him to decide whether 
a mere gift for the furtherance of Conservative principles was a good 
charitable gift. Here the gift was for the furtherance of Conservative } 
rinci and _ oo and mental improvement in combination. { 
ore it was either a gift for the furtherance of Conservative /| 
eee Ss oe were consistent with tal 
provement or it gift for 
improvement it 









fal improvement! was borne out by 
ection in the will which followed the gift—viz., that the building was 
to be kept free from intoxicants and dancing. His lordship thought that 
the first gift was a good charitable gift. With regard to the gift of the 
land, one moi of the income of which was ‘‘to be used for the 
maintenance of the aforesaid club and reading-room,”’ it was said that 
that was for the maintenance of the club and reading-room as it existed 
at the date of the testator’s death, but in his lordship’s opinion that was 
not so. It must be taken in connection with the former gift, and both 
gifts were accordingly good charitable gifts.—CounseL, Stallard; Ingle 
Joyce; Clode. Soxtcrrons, Field, Roscoe, ¢ Cv., for Wood § Bourne, 
Southam ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by Wu. Scorr Tuomrson, Barrister-at-Law, | 


GOLDSTONE v. WILLIAMS, DEACON, & CO. Stirling, J. 5th Aug. and 
28th Oct. 


Practice — Propuction — Accounts Preparep ror Former Action — 
Exursirs To DeposiTions nerore Examiver—PRrivi.ece. 






This was a motion by the pleintiffs to discharge an order for production 
of documents, and the question whether a document which was 
originally privileged remained so after any use of it had been made ina 

revious action, even though it had not been read in open court. ~The 
facts were a3 follow. The plaintiffs were the infant children of Sampson 
Goldstone, who died in 1884 intestate, and his widow, Jane Goldstone, 
became his legal pegomal representative. Mra. Goldstone deposited certain 
securities, part of the testator’s estate, with the defendant bank at first for 
safe custody but wenp ena | asa security for advances made to her by 
the bank. The bank reali these securities and applied the proceeds in 
satisfaction of the widow’s debt. It was alleged that the bank were 
aware of the breach {of trust committed by Mrs. Goldstone and the 

resent action was brought to establish their liability. On the 
3rd of June, 1898, ari affidavit was made by the plaintiffs’ solicitors on an 
order for further discovery of documents, and certain documents were set 
out in the second schedule to this affidavit, including ‘‘ accounts pre- 
pared by accountant relating to transactions between defendant Jane 
Goldstone and defendant bank, and to the estate of Samp- 
son Goldstone, deceased, and office copy depositions of Jane Gold- 
stone.’”?’ The production of these documents was objected to on the 
ground that they were poe. On the 18th of July, 1898, an order 
was made in chambers for their production, and it was now moved to dis- 
charge this order. From the evidence produced ia court it appeared 
that an action of Re Goldstone, Goldstone vy. Goldstone, had been brought by 
the plaintiffs in the present action against Mrs. Goldstone and her 
trustee in bankruptcy for administration of the intestate’s estate, and to 
recover from the trustee property alleged to form part of the same. Mrs. 
Goldstone was unable to furnish proper accounts of her husband’s 
estate, but made an affidavit sta what the estate consisted 
of at the time of his death. Mr. Crossman, an accountant, was 
employed to trace the estate, and he embodied the results of his 
in nines in the accounts referred to in the affidavit of the 23rd of June, 
1898. Mrs. Goldstone was examined before an examiner, the accounts 
were produced, admitted by her to be correct, and made an exhibit to her 
depositions. After this sion had been made the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy proposed a compromise and the plaintiffs obtained the sanction of 
the court to the compromise on an ex parte application on which an order 
of the 13th of November, 1897, was made in the present action. Tne 
depositions of Mrs. Goldstone and the exhibits thereto were entered as read 
on this order. On the 16th of November, 1897, leave was given to bring 
the present action. It appeared from the evidence that Mr. Crossman’s 
investigations had been made with a view to the present action as well as 
the former action. 

Srrmiinc, J.—The question is whether the plaintiffs are entitled to 
object to produce (1) the accounts prepared by Mr. Crossman; (2) the 
depositions of Mrs. Goldstone. Now, these accounts were in the first 
instance privi . On this Walsham v. Stainton (11 W. R. 771,2 H. & 
M. 1) is an authority. a rule ocument once privil 


always privileged (B v. ory, 26 W. R. 330, . B. D. : 
v. Foster, . R. 919, 15 Q. B. D. 114; Caleraft v. Guest, 46 W. R. 420; 
1898, 1 Q. B. 759). These decisions rest on the necessity of allowing 
communication not only between the solicitor and bis client, but between 
the solicitor and persons whose assistance he requires in order to properly 
uct his case. On the other hand notes ewer in open court 
(Nicholl v. Jones, 13 W. RB. 451, 2 H. & M. 588; Re Worswich, Robson v. 
Worswich, 36 W. R. 685, 38 Ch. D. 370) or before an arbitrator (Rawstone y. 
Preston Corporation, 33 W. R. 795, 30 Ch. D. 116) are liable to be produced . 
The ground of these decisions is that the on of justice isa 
matter of public interest, and to be conducted in public, and conse- 
quently that there can be nothing privileged or confidential which peoure 
in open court. If, then, the proceedings in the former action had 
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place in open court and the plaintiffs had a shorthand note of them in 
their possession, such a shorthand note would have to be produced. Such 
a note, however, would only shew that the document had been placed in 
the witnees’s hands and had been admitted to be correct. The contents 
of the document do not appear on the examiner’s notes. The document 
was marked as an exhibit and went on the file. Beyond this no use was 
made of the document in the former action, except that it was read in the 
order of the 13th of November, 1897. That was an ex parte order made in 
chambers and the document was brought before the judge to enable him 
to determine whether the compromise was proper to be approved on 
behalf of the infants. Such use was not a proper disclosure, but was in 
its nature confidential, and cannot affect the question I have to decide. It 
appears to me that this document was never effectually made public and 
that the use made of it does not amount to a waiver of the privilege. The 
case of North Australian Territory Co. v. Goldsborough § Co. (41 W. R. 501 ; 
1893, 2 Ch. 381) seems to be in favour of this view. As to the depositions, 
these seem to me to simply constitute a note of what took place 
before an officer of the court in the course of public litigation. and to have 
become pudlici juris within the meaning of the decisions in Nicholl v. Jones 
and the cases which have followed it, and to be liable to production 
accordingly. Some reliance was placed on The Palermo (32 W. R. 403, 
9 P. D. 6), but there the depositions of which copies were sought were not 
publici juris. I think, therefore, that the order ought to be discharged 
only so far as it relates to the production of the accounte.—CovnskL, 
Jenkins, Q.C., and J. Rutherford; Upjohn, Q.C., and Kirby. Soxtcrrors, 
F. Venn § Co., for J. C. Parkinson, Liverpool; Rook § Sons, for Orford § 
Sons, Manchester. 
[Reported by J. I. Stirtine, Barrister-at-Law.} 


CHARTER ». WATSON. Kekewich, J. 28th Oct. 


MortcGacg—Frerexnoips, CorpyHoips, anp Pouicy or INnsurance—R1GuT 
to Reperm Barrep as Recarps Reatty—Ricut To Repeem Poricy 
ALso BakrRED—APPLICATION By ANALOGY TO Statutes or LIMITATION. 


Action. By an indenture dated the Ist of July, 1869, and made between 
Joseph Charter and Sarah, his wife, of the one part, and Job Watson of 
the other part, it was witnessed that in consideration of the sum of £350 
then advanced by Job Wateon to Joseph and Sarah Charter, they granted 
and conveyed certain freehold lands at Wentworth and Witcham in the 
county of Cambridge, and at Somersham in the county of Huntingdon to 
J. Watson, his heirs and assigns, subject to the proviso for redemption 
thereinafter contained, and it was also witnessed that for the considera- 
tion aforesaid J. Charter covenanted that he and his wife would forthwith 
eurrender certain copyhold lands at Witcham aforesaid to such uses as the 
mortgagee should appoint and in default to the use of the mortgagee, his 
heirs and assigns, subject to the proviso for redemption thereinafter 
contained, and it was thereby further witnessed that J. Charter thereby 
assigned a policy in the Royal Insurance Co. for £100 upon his 
life unto the mortgagee, his executors, administrators and assigns, subject 
to the proviso for redemption thereinafter contained, which was to the 
effect that upon payment by the mortgagors or either of them of the sun 
of £350 and interest at 5 per cent. on the 11th of October then next, the 
mortgagee should reconvey the freehold hereditaments to the like uses as 
the same were then vested and release and discharge the said copyhold 
hereditaments and assign the said policy respectively, and in default of pay- 
ment power was thereby given to the mortgagee to enter into possession of 
and at any time to sell the said mortgage securities. The copyholds were 
duly surrendered in accordance with the above covenant. Previously to 1876 
J. Charter had made default in paying the premiums on the policy, and 
thenceforth the same were paid, and the policy kept on foot by, the 
mortgagee or his executors. In 1876 the mortgagee entered into possession 
of the freehold and copyhold lands and continued in such possession without 
- ceo naga ae of the title of the mortgagors or the right of 

emption. e mortgagee died in 1881, and the defendant, Charlotte 
Amelia Watson, was his surviving executrix. Joseph Charter died intestate 
in 1897, leaving the plaintiffs, Sarah Charter, his widow, and G. W. Charter, 
his heir-at-law, surviving him, and letters of administration to his estate 
had been taken out by the latter. The plaintiffs brought the present 
action —— an account and redemption of the freehold and copyhold 
estates and policy. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiffs that even if 
the right to redeem was barrea us regards the realty, the mortgagee, not 
having realized his collateral security of the policy before ousting the 
mortgagor from the realty, must be taken to have abandoned his ngnt to 
the policy : Dyson v. Morris (1 Hare 413), and that the Statute of Limitations 
which applied to real estate could not be applied by analogy to personal 
es : Mellersh v. Brown (38 W. R. 732, 45 Ch. D. 225). For the 
efendants it was contended that the Statute of Limitations should be 
applied by analogy to the policy : Hovenden v. Lord Annesley (2 Sch. & Le. 
), Harrison v. Hollins (18. & 8. 471), Re Lady Hastings (35 W. R. 584, 35 
Ch. D. 94) ; and that, moreover, the claim to redeem was a stale demand. 

Kexewicn, J.—It cannot be denied that from lapse of time and by the 
statute the plaintiffs are debarred from redeeming the freeholds and 
copyholds in the mortgage in question. The twelve years have expired 
and there has not been put forward any acknowledgment keeping alive 
the equity of redemption in the realty ; but then there remains this policy, 
aid the question is—has the right to redeem it gone? I am asked to 
apply by analogy the Statute of Limitations, but I should be doing 
something very different from what was done in Hovenden v. Lord Annesley 
if I were to say that a statute which applies to land applies also toa 
policy of insurance. In that case the court by analogy applied to equit- 
able interests a statute which bound, not equitable, but only legal interests. 
Then it is said that this is a stale demand. That may be a complete 
answer, but I propose to deal with the case on a different footing. The 





mortgage security consists of freeholds, copyholds, and a policy of insur. 
ance, each dealt with by a separate ¢estatwm in the mortgage-deed, but 
all subject to one and the same proviso for redemption. One sees that al] 
these three properties are intended to form one security, and the provis> 
for redemption is to the effect that if the money is paid, then 
there is to be a reconveyance of all three. It is impossible for 
either party to we | that the redemption could be completed without the 
payment of the whole. The right to redeem affects the whole property, 
and, if gone, is gone as regards the whole. That seems to me to be the 
proper view as regards the substance of the contract, and on that ground 
the plaintiffs fail. They cannot redeem the policy because they are 
already barred as regards the land. It comes really to this, that because 
the land and the policy form one security, and because the plaintiffs 
cannot have back the land, therefore they cannot have back the policy; 
and I think that that is a sounder view than by applying the statute by 
analogy.—CounseL, Counsel and R. Bertrand Jackson; Warrington, Q.C,, 
and Ribton. Souicrrors, John Savory; Frank Woodbridge, for Watson, 


Bedford. 
{Reported by R. J. A. Morrison, Barrister-at-Law. |} 


CUMMINS v. PERKINS. Kekewich, J. 28th Oct. 
Recerver—J UDGMENT—Costs—SuHARE Unper WILL—Marriep Woman, 


Motion. In 1897 Elizabeth Cummins, a married woman, suing in 
respect of her separate estate, had brought an action against her former 
solicitors for damages by reason of a sale alleged to have been made by 
them at an undervalue of her reversionary share under the will of her sister 
Sarah Ann Ellis, deceased. The action came on for trial on the 22nd of 
July, 1898, and by the judgment it was ordered that two bills of costs 
delivered by the defendants to the plaintiff should be taxed, and that the 
amount to be certified as due on the taxation should, subject to the 
defendants’ right of set-off in respect of their taxed costs of 
the action, be paid within twenty-one days after service of the present 
order and the taxing-master’s certificate in pursuance thereof by the party 
from whom to the party to whom the same should be certified to be due, 
unless the court should, upon special circumstances to be certified by the 
taxing-master, otherwise order upon application to be made within one 
week after the date of the certificate by the party liable to pay such amount, 
then it was ordered that the action should be dismissed and that the 
plaintiff should pay the defendants their taxed costs of the action, such 
costs to be payable out of the plaintiff’s separate estate, but not otherwise. 
The only property whfth the plaintiff possessed consisted of her said share 
in her si-ter’s estate. The share had recently fallen into possession. The 
judgment bad been passed and entered. but owing to delay the taxations 
had not been completed nor the taxing-master’s certificate 1-sued, and the 
defendants brought this motion to obtain a receiver of the plaintiff's said 
share, on the ground that the trustees of the will were about t» distribu'e 
the estate, and that unle:s a receiver were appointed the defendants would 
lose the benefit of the jndgment. On behalf of the plaintiff it was 
contended that this was not a case where the defendants could get legal 
execu'ion, and they were therefore not entitled to get equitable execution. 
Kexewicnu, J.—It seems to me that I must dismiss from my mind the 
difference between legal and equitable executicn. The facts are that ths 
lady bas ben ordered to pay these costs, the real amount of which cann.t 
be ascertained till taxatian. The judgment orders her to pay those costs 
out of her separate estate; it has been proyed that she has no separate 
estate except her share under her sister’s will, therefore the order is that 
these costs shall be paid out of her share. It has been suggested that 
unless a receiver is appointed she will get her share and not pay these 
costs. On the other hand I am told that the appoistment of a receiver 
in the circumstances is contrary to all the rules of court, but I am not 
satisfied as to that. I shall appoint a receiver without salary of the 
plaintiff's share in her sister's estate to the extent to £270, the amount 
of the defendants’ bill.—Covunser, Warrington, Q.C., and Waggett; 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Peterson. Soricitors, Chester § Co.; A. W. Mills. 

{Reported by R. J. A. Mornison, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BEAUFORT’S WILL. Kekewich, J. 28th Oct. 


Vestine Ornper—Conrract ror Sate or CopyHoLps—Dgatu or VENDOR 
BEFORE ComPpLeTION—INFANT Hetkr-atT-Law — ApMITTANCE — TRUSIEE 
Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), es, 26 anp 34—Form or Orpen. 


This was a petition by a purchaser and the trustees and executors of the 
will of a deceased vendor and his infant heir-at-law for an order that, on 
payment of the unpaid balance of the purchase-money to the trustees and 
executors, the copyhold lands which the testator had agreed a few days 
before his death to sell to the purchaser might vest in the purchaser, the 
vendor having died after the deposit but before the title had been accepted 
or the balance of the purchase-money paid. The vendor, who was the 
tenant on the court rolls of the manor of the lands in question, bad died 
in April, 1898, having by his will devised the same to his son, L. P. Beau- 
fort absolutely, whom, together with his wife and another, he had appointed 
trustees and executors of his will. It was assumed that at the time of his 
death the testator was a trustee of the said copyholds for the purchaser, and 
accordingly F. H. Beaufort, the customary heir-at-law of the testator, had 
been admitted tenant on the court rolls, but being an infant he was unable 
to surrender the copyholds to the purchaser. Counsel referred to the case 
of Re Pagani (1892, 1 Ch. 236). 

Kexewicu, J., made an order that the lands should vest in the purchaser 
for all the estate of the infant heir-at-law and of the testator at the time 
of his death, and directed that the order should be dated and drawn up 
after payment of the balance of the purchase-money.—Counses, 4H. 
Charlton Hawkins. Souscrrors, Leefe § Leefe. 





Reported by R. J, A. Monnisox, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Re THE WREXHAM, MOLD, AND CONNAH’S QUAY RAILWAY CO. 
Romer, J. 10th Aug. and Ist Nov. 


Coureany — Company Borrowmnc ULTRA vires — DEBENTURE-HOLDERS — 
E.viry or Lenper to se Svusrocatep to Ricuts or Denenture- 
10LDERS Parp Ovr or Monsy Borrowep. 


Adjourned summons. By the Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s Quay 
Riilway Act, 1883, the company was authorized to create and issue 
debenture stock to the amount of £350,000, and under another similar Act 
in 1888 a further issue was authorized to the amount of £145,000. Nearly 
the whole of the debenture stock authorized by thes> two Acts had been 
issued permanently charged upon the undertaking of the company. The 
railway company kept a current account with the Wrexham branch of the 
Nor‘h aud South Wales Bank (Limited), the account being used for paying 
the working expenses of the railway, and the receipts of the company 
were paid into the bank. This account was also drawn upon 
for the purposes of paying the interest on the debenture stock, and this, 
from time to time, caused a considerable overdraft. ‘Towards the end of 
July, 1897, the bank consented to an application on the part of the railway 
company toallow a further overdraft of about £10000 to meet the 
debenture interest due on the Ist of August, and accordingly, about the 
3rd of Augus; a sum of £9,672 was piid by the bank as interest to the 
debenture stockholders. On the 5th of August, 1897, the Great Central 
Railway Co. obtained judgment against the Wrexham, Mold, and Connah’s 
Quay Railway Co. in respect of a sum of £59,128, and on a pe‘ition 
presented on the 12th of August, areceiver was appointed who entered on 
his duties in November. When the fresh overdraft for the debentur- 
interest was allowed by the bank they had no knowledge that any proe 
ceedings were pending against the railway company. The current 
account was discontinued by the receiver on the 5th of November, 
1897, and this, with the addition of bank charges and interest, 
amounted to £7,601. Tae bank, in the present proceedings, claimed 
that they were entitled to be subrogated to the rights of the deben- 
ture-holders in respect of this sum of £7,601, with interest at 5 per 
cent., and took out the summons for a declaration to this effect, and for 
an erder that the receiver should pay the amount they claimed in priority 
to any payments to the debenture-holders. It was (inéer alia) contended 
on behalf of the bank in their claim to rank before the debenture-holders 
that the principle of the cases applied where it was said that if a person 
has lent money to a company which the company was not legally liable to 
repay, but the money so lent had been applied in paying the legal debts of 
the company, that, as between the person lending and the creditors paid 
with his money, he was to be treated as if those creditors had actually 
assigned to him their debts and securities. 

Romer, J., said that the application was an extraordinary one Although 
the bank had already applied to be treated as an ordinary creditor of the 
company and the claim hed not been disputed, yet in substance the 
present application was based on the contention that the company had 
no power to borrow the money from the bank, and were therefore not 
liable to repay it, but that the bank was in a better position than if the 
money had been validly borrowed. The chief contention raised by the 
bank was that it was entitled not only against the railway company but 
against the debenture stockholders to be considered as assignees of the 
interest bape with the money borrowed from the bank as if it had never 
been paid, and as having a charge, or something in the nature of a charge, 
on the undertaking of the railway company which gave it a right to call 
on the receiver when he had money in his hands available for poy: 
ment of subsequent interest due on the debenture stock to poy the bank 
before he paid the debenture stockholders their interest. The receiver 
had not, and might never have, money to pay the ordinary creditors 
after paying the debenture stockholders their interest, but the ques- 
tion for decision was not whether the bank was an ordinary creditor, but 
whether as against the debenture-holders the claim of the bank had 
priority. His lordship said he could find no authority to support the 
bank’s claim. It was true that in some of the cases on subrogation cited 
before him it had been said that where a person had lent money to a 
company which the company was not legally liable to repay, but which was 
applied in paying the legal debts of the company, that such person was 
entitled under the circumstances of those cases to be considered as assignee 
of the debts and rights of the creditors paid. But that was said when the 
question was between the company and the person who lent the money, not 
as between such person and the creditors whose debts were paid, which was 
the position of the bank and the debenture stockholders. In his lordship’s 
op‘nion, therefore, the claim of the bank to be regarded as a creditor whose 
debt was to be paid by the receiver in priority to the debenture stockholdera 
could not be supported, and he made a declaration on that footing.— 
Counset, Neville, Q.C., Methold, and Danckwerts; Frederick Thompson ; 
Theobald ; R. J. Parker ; Mark Romer. Souicrrons, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; 
Sharp § Parker ; Norris, Allens, § Co. ; Cunliffes § Davenport. 

[Reported by Rarzau B. Puttirorrs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MORRISON v. THE TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, AND INSURANCE 
CORPORATION (LIM.). Romer J. 28th Oct. 


Company—Forrerrure or Partty Parw-vp SHares—Power or Company 
to Seti SamMe—Issuvz or Snares at A Discount. 


Motion. This was an application raising the question as t> the extent 
of the power of a limited company t> deal with forfeited shares. The 
motion was for an injunction to restrain the defendant company from 
carrying into effect an agreement of the 16th of August, 1898, holstaeaeen 
the company and the Stock Conversion and Investment Trust (Limited) 
and others as being u/tra vires. The facts shortly were: that the defendant 
company had in its possession about 11,400 forfeited shares on which 


£2 5s. was credited as paid, and under the agreement above mentioned it 
was proposed that these shares should be allotted to some of the share- 
holders at £1 10s, for each forfeited share. By article 26 of the defendant 
company’s articles of association it was provided that any forfeited 
share was to be ‘‘ deemed to be the property of the company, and 
tLe directors may sell, re-allot, and otherwise dispose of the same in 
such manner as they thivk fit.’”’ On the part of the plaintiff, however, it 
was contended that what the d«fendant company proposed to do wa; in 
effect an issue of shares at a discount, which by the decision in The 
Ooregum Gold Mining Co. v. Roper (41 W. R. 90; 1892, A C. 125), was 
unlawful, as when a once forfeitel share came back into the possession 
of the company it ceased to be an issued share. 

Romer, J., said that he felt no doubt about the case. The simple point 
was whether when partly paid-up shares were forfeited and came 
back to a compiny, the company could not sell or deal with them in the 
state in which they came to their hands, or must such shares be considered 
as having nothing paid upand be re-issued. By article 26 of the defendant 
company’s articles it was provided that any forfeited share was to be 
deemed the property of the company, and his lordship said he could not 
see why the company should not get the full value of these ehares by 
selling or dealing with them as partly paid up. What the directors pro- 
posed to do was in substance to sell the shares in question as partly paid 
up, though not to the full extent of the amount so paid, and his lordsbip 
thought they were entitled to do this and refused the motion.—CounseL, 
Mulligan, Q.C., and Stirling ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Kirby. Soxtcrrors, 
Ashurst Morris,§ Crisp ; Slaughter § May. 

[Reported by Ratzaa B, Parturorrs, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WANDSWORTH BOARD OF WORKS v. PRETTY. Div. Court. 27th Oct. 


Merrorotis—Srreets—Onstruction By Costarmonaurs —Murroro.iran 
Pottce Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vicr. c. 47), 8. 60, sun-secrion 7 —Merroro.rran 
Srreets Act, 167 (80 & 3L Vicr. c. 134), s. 6—Merrorouiran Sraeers 
AmenpMenNt Act, 1867 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 5), s. 1. 


This was a case etated by one of the Metropolitan po'ice magistrates. 
upon a complaint ay 4 by the Wandsworth Di trict Board, the appellants, 

ainst Kate Pretty; the respondent, that on the 5th of March, 1898, she 
did unlawfully expose for sale celery upon the carriage-w+y ina thorough- 
fare so as to cause annoyance obstruction in the raid thoro 
contrary to the statute 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47, s. 60, sub-section 7 of which pro- 
vides that every person who shall expose anything for sale upon or so 
as to hang over any carriage - way or footway ° ° ° 8) 
as to cause apy annoyance or obstruction in any ae 
shall be liable to a penalty of not more than forty shillings. 
By the Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 154), 8. 6, it 
is provided that no goods or other articles shall be allowed to rest on any 
footway or other part of ‘a street within the general Jimits of the Act, or 
be otherwise allowed to cause obstruction or inconvenience to the passage 
of the public for a longer time than may be absolutely necessary for 
loading or unloading such goods or other articles,” the penalty therefor 
not exceeding forty shi . The general limits to which the Act applies 
are the six miles’ radiusin a direct line from Oharing Cross. By the 
Me'ropolitan Streets Amendment Act, 1867 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 5), s. 1, 
it is prescribed that the 6th section of the Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, 
shall not apply to costermongers, street-hawkers, or itinerant traders, so 
long as they carry on their business in accordance with the regulations from 
time to time made by the Commissioner of Police, with the approval 
of the Secretary of State. On the 25th of December, 1869, regulations 
made by the Commissioner of Police and approved by the Secretary of 
State were issued. By the 6th of the said regulations it is provided that 
“‘Costermongers, street-hawkers, and itinerant traders and their barrows 
carts, and stalls are hereby made liable to be removed from any street and 
public way in which they create an obstruction to the traffic and where 
they are an annoyance to the inhabitants.” The magistrate found asa 
fact that the respondent was a costermonger and that she did expose 
celery for sale upon the carriage-way in a thoroughfare within six miles of 
Charing Cross in such a manner as to create an obatruction to the traffic 
in the said thoroughfare and annoyance to the inhabitants, and he was 
therefore of opinion that she was not carrying on her busiuess in 
accordance with the above-mentioned regulations, but no proceedings 
were taken against the respondent by the Commissioner of Police. On 
behalf of the appellants it was urged that the = of removal given to the 
police under No. 6 of the regulations was not in substitution for the power 
given to the magistrate to fine by 2 & 3 Vict. c._ 47. The magistrate held 
that the remedy of removal given by the police ons made under 
31& 32 Vict. c. 5 su the remedy provided by 2 & 3 Vict. c, 47 
and that he was not empowered to infliet a fine, and he therefore dismissed 
the summons. The questions of law for the court were (1) whether section 
60, sub-section 7, of 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47 is impliedly re d by 31 & 32 Vict. 
c. 5, 8. 1, m the case of costermongers ; (2) if so, whether section 60, sub- 
section 7, of 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47 is superseded by the ons above 
referred to by virtue of section 1, of 31 & 32 Vict. c. 5, or whether the 


operation of this Act is s ded only so long as the regulations are dul 
Pewee (3) whether the circumstances the m was right 
law 


Tur Court (Lord Russet or Kittowen, 0.J., and Wits, J.) allowed 
the appeal and held that the decision of the strate was wrong. 
Section 60, sub-section 7, of the Metropolitan Police Aci, 1839, was 





neither repealed nor superseded by section 1 of 31 & 32 Vict. c. 5. That 
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section and the Police Regulations of 1869 do not cover the rame ground. 
The magistrate should have convicted. Appeal allowed —Covnset, H. 
Avory. Soxricrrors, W. W. Young & Son. 

{Reperted by E. G. Stitiwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PHILLIPS +. STEPHENS. Div. Court. 26th Oc‘. 


Justices—Carriace Licence—Penarty—Repvuction—Fimstr Orrence— 
Excise Act (7 & 8 Gro. 4, c. 53), s. T3—Scummary Jeurisprcrion Act, 
1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49), 8. 6. 

‘This was arpecial cace stated by four of the justices in and for the 
city of Hereford on an information preferred by Vhillips against J. H. 
Stephens, the respondent, for keeping a carriage without a licence con- 
trery to 32 & 33 Vict.c.14. The justices convicted the respondent and 
fined bim 7s. 6d. and costs. The facts were that on the 11th of February, 
1898, the respondent was keeping a carriage, for which a licence was re- 
quired, but had not then been taken out. He took out a licence on the 
9th of March. The respondent on the 3rd of January, 1895, was con- 
victed for _——? a carriage on the 29th of October, 1894, without a licence, 
and fined £1. It was contended by the appellant that on proof of the 
previous conviction in 1895 the justices were not justified in imposing on 
the respondent a less penalty than £5, being one-fourth of the full penalty of 
£20, inasmuch as the fine was not impored in respect of a first offence, as pre- 
scribed by section 4 of 42 & 43 Vict. c. 49. It was contended on the part of the 
respondent that the conviction of the 3rd of January, 1895, was not in respect 
of the same offence as that charged in the present information, inasmuch as 
that charge was for not taking out a licence for keeping a carriage and paying 
the duty thereon for the year commencing the Ist of January, 1898, and 
that there was not any second or subsequent offence committed during 
that year. The question of law was whether the conviction on the 2nd of 
May, 1898, was in respect of a first offence, or whether, if not, £5 was the 
smallest fine which could then be inflicted under 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 53, 
8. 78. For the appellant it was contended that as the respondent had 

y been convicted on a previous occasion for the same offence the 
lowest fine the justices could impose was £5, that being one-fourth of the 

full penalty of £20 imposed by the General Excise Act (7 & 8 Geo. 4, 

c. 53), 8. 78. 

Tue Court (Lord Russext or Kittowen, C.J., and Wi11s, J.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Lord Russe.t or Kitiowen, in giving judgment, said: By the statute 
which creates the offence charged here it is provided that a penalty of £20 
may be imposed, but the magistrates are empowered to reduce such penalty 
8? that they do not reduce it to less than one-fourth. Then comes the 
Sammary Jurisdiction Act of 1879, section 6 of which provides that a fine, 
if it be imposed in respect of a first offence, may be reduced without 
limitation. The respondent in this case had already been convicted of a 
similar offence in respect of another carriage, but notwithstanding this 
the justices held it was a first offence, and, acting under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, imposed a fine of only 7s. 6d. The justices were clearly 
wrong in acting thus, and the case would be remitted to them with an 
intimation to convict and impose a penalty of not less than one-fourth 
of the full penalty. 

Wits, J., concurred. Appeal allowed. — Covunsgi, Danckwerts. 
Soxtcrror, Inland Revenue. 


{Reported by E. G. Stituwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE RIBBLE WATERSHED JOINT COMMITTEE ». HALLIWELL; 
SAME +. SHARRACKS. Div. Court. 27th Oct. 


River—Poiivtion—“ Putripy Sour Marrer’’—Impounpinc Watrer— 
Exemption From Penattirs—Rivers Potivtion Act, 1876 (39 & 40 
Vicr. c. 75), ss. 2, 17, 20. 

These two cases were appeals from His Honour Judge Coventry sitting 
at Blackburn in the county of Lancaster, and were heard together. The 
facts in both cases were for all practical purposes the same. The actions 
were brought under the Rivers Pollution Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 75), 
8. 2 of which provides that ‘‘ every person who puts or causes to be put or 
to fall or knowingly permits to be put or to fall or to be carried into any 
stream so as either singly or in combination with other similar acts of the 
same or any other person to interfere with its due flow or to pollute its 
waters the solid refuse of any manufactory, manufacturing process, or 
quarry, or any rubbish or cinders, or any other waste, or any putrid solid 
matter, shall be deemed to have committed an offence against this Act.’’ 
The defendants were the owners of cotton mills on the Darwen and had 
— before the passing of the above Act, the right to divert the river 
and impound its waters for the use of their works. The water from 
the stream was allowed to flow into reservoirs where it was allowed to 
settle in order to become clear before it was drawn off for the purpose of 
being condensed. Higher up the river were several paper mills which 
discharge a quantity of vegetable matter into the stream and this is carried 
down suspended in the water and in that way passes into the aforesaid 
reservoirs, where, the water being impounded, it sinks to the bottom and 
80 makes sludge which rapidly becomes putrid matter. This necessitated 
that the reservoirs should be periodically cleared out, and it was the practice 
on each Saturday to open sluices leading into the Darwen and so allow the 
water to flow through the reservoirs into the stream. In Halliwell’s case it 
was — that men were employed with rakes so as to more easily remove 
the eludge, in the other case it was washed away more slowly by the stream. 
The defendants did not add any solid matter to the water in the reservoirs, 
and only let the contents flow out which contained the vegetable matter 
which had come in with the stream and had become condensed and 
putrid. It was proved that the effluent which came into the stream from 
the reservoirs was 97°6 per cent. of water and 2°4 per cent. of solid matter, 
and it was admitted that it was putrid. The question arose whether it 








was ‘‘ putrid solid matter” within the meaning of the aforesaid section 2. 
Section 20 of the same Act provides that ‘‘ solid matter”’ shall not include 
particles of matter in suspension. Section 17 provides that ‘this Act 
shall not apply to affect the lawful exercise of any rights of impounding 
or diverting water.’’ The learned county court judge held in favour 
of the defendants in both cases. The Ribble Committee now appealed, 
and on their behalf it was contended that an offence within the 
Act had been committed. The sludge that was passed from the 
reservoirs into the stream was putrid, as was admitted, and it 
became so by reason of the water being impounded. It was there. 
fore solid putrid matter. For the respondents it was contended that 
the matter was not solid at the moment it entered the stream again, 
but was then in a state of suspension, and even if solid matter had been 
put into the reservoir tbat was not putting it into the river. Further, the 
respondents were protected by section 17. 

Tue Court (Lord Russert or Kitiowen, C.J., and W1xs, J.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Rvsse.t or Kittowen, C.J., in giving judgment, said this was 
an important case, both to the public as regards the pollution of a stream, 
and to the manufacturers who had works upon it. There were two 
questions: (1) Was there any evidence in the cases such as to make it the 
duty of the judge to find that an offence had been committed within the 
meaning of section 2 of the Act; and (2) if so, what was the effect of 
section 17. The object of the Act was to prevent further pollution of 
rivers; but the Legislature had taken great care that nothing should be 
done so as to interfere with manufactories being carried on thereon, and the 
manufacturer who causes pollution may be relieved if he satisfactorily shews 
he has done all he could to prevent the noxious matter causing pollution. 
The words in section 2 applicable to the present cases were permitting 
‘‘ solid putrid matter’’ to fall into the river. The matter must be both 
solid and putrid at the time it enters the river in order to constitute an 
offence within the section, and, according to the definition in section 20, it 
ceases to be solid matter if it is in suspension. Here it was necessary, in 
order to carry on their work, that the respondents should clean out their 
reservoirs, and all they let out was what the stream brought in, and 
they had not added any solid matter to the stream. The sample taken of 
the effluent showed 97°6 water and 2°4 solid. It could not be held that 
that constituted solid matter. Then as regards section 17, even if the 
respondents had put solid matter they would not have committed an 
offence under this Act. It was a necessary consequence of impounding the 
water that a deposit should be formed and that this solid matter should 
become putrid. The respondents had a right to impound water, and they 
were held harmless by section 17 from any consequences arising from the 
reasonable use of their rights to impound water. 

Wits, J., concurred.—Appeal dismissed.—Counse1, Cripps, Q.C., F. 
Mellor, and Sharpe ; Danckwerts ; J. K. Bradbury. Soxscrrons, Ridsdale § 
Son, for F.C. Hulton, Preston ; Halliwell § Halliwell, Darwen ; C. Costeker, 

[Reported by E. G. Stittwe.t, Barnster-at-Law. } 


Darwen. 
a Tq 
MORRIS +. DUNCAN. Div. Court. 29th Oct. 


Time—CoMMENCEMENT OF ProcrEpIncs—Satmon Fisnerres Act, 1673, 
s. 62—Jervis’ Act (11 & 12 Vicr. c. 43), s. 11. 

This was a special case stated by two justices for the county of Durham 
in petty sessions. On the 29th of April, 1898, an information was preferred 
against the appellant by the respondent, an officer of the Fishmongers’ 
Company, charging him with unlawfully having in his possession on the 
9th of November, 1897, an unseasonable salmon, contrary to section 14 of the 
provisions of the Salmon Fisheries Act, 1861. The summons was issued 
on the 29th of April, 1898, and was served on the respondent on the 3rd of 
May. At the hearing on the 11th of May it was proved to the satisfaction 
of the justices that the offence had been committed, but the respondent’s 
solicitor took the objection that, notwithstanding that the information had 
been laid by the appellant within six months from the date of the offence, 
the justices could not convict, inasmuch as it was provided by section 62 of 
the Salmon Fisheries Act, 1873, that ‘all penalties imposed by the Salmon 
Fisheries Acts, 1861 to 1873, or by any by-law made in pursuance of this 
Act, and all sums of money, costs, and expenses by the said Acts or either 
of them directed to be recovered in a summary manner, may be recovered 
within six months after the commission of the offence before two justices in 
manner directed ’’ by 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43. The appellant’s solicitor contended 
that it was sufficient that the information had been laid and the summons 
issued and served within the six months, and that it was not necessary for 
the conviction to take place within the six months. The justices upheld 
the respondent’s contention, and dismissed the information subject to this 
case. 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43 (Jervis’ Act), s. 11, provides ‘‘ that in all cases 
where no time is already or shall be specially limited for making any such 
complaint or laying any such information in the Act or Acts of Parliament 
relating to each particular case, such complaint shall be made and such 
information shall be laid within six calendar months from the time when 
the matter of such complaint or information respectively arose.’’ It was 
contendei for the appellant that the use of the word ‘recovered’ in 
section 62 of the Act of 1873 was ambiguous, but the meaning of the 
section was that the procecdings must be’commenced within six months of 
the offence, and it was not necessary that a conviction should be obtained 
within that time. Otherwise the enforcement of the Act might be defeated 
if an adjournment was rendered necessary by the illness of a magi-trate or 
some other similar cause. In Ex parte Mainwaring (27 L. J. M. C. 278) 
the point had been raised but not decided. The respondent did not 
appear. 

Lo Covrr (Wits and CHanneLL, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 7 

Wits, J., said that he did not think that there was any ambiguity in 
the use of the term “‘ recovered ’’ by itself. It meant the filing of a judg- 
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ment under which money became payable. But the implied period of 
limitation which was to be gathered from the use of the word ‘‘ recovered ’’ 
in section 62 of the Act of 1873 was not what was referred to in section 11 
of Jervis’ Act by the words, ‘‘ where no time is specially limited ’’ for 
making a complaint, and, therefore, in his lordship’s opinion this case 
came within the provisions of Jervis’ Act, the very object of which was to 
secure uniformity of proceedings in all matters not provided for im the 
particular Act of Parliament. 

CuanneLt, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covunse., Lawson Walton, 
Q.C., and Travers Humphreys. Soxscrror, C. O. Humphreys. 


(Reported by F. 0. Rostnson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


PARKER v. ALDER. Div. Court. 26th Oct. 


ApvvuLTERATION—AcT oF SrranceR—Lianriity or Se~teER—Sare or Foop 
, AND Drvues Act, 1875, s.6; AmenpMent Act, 1879, s. 3. 

This was a special case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. An 
information was preferred by the appellant against the respondent under 
section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, as amended by section 
3 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act Amendment Act, 1879, charging the 
respondent, that on the 1st of January, 1898, at Paddington Station, being 
under a contract with the Metropolitan and Surburban Milk Supply Associa- 
tion for the sale and delivery to them of pure unskimmed milk at Paddington 
Station, he sold, to the prejudice of the purchaser, in pursuance of such 
contract, milk which was not of the nature, substance, and quality 
demanded. The respondent was a dairy farmer carrying on business at 
Wantage. By the terms of a contract entered into by him with the 
association, he undertook to sell to the association pure unskimmed new milk 
in specitied quantities and at specified prices to be delivered carriage paid 
in churns morning and evening from the 27th of March, 1897, to the 26th of 
March, 1898, to Paddington or any other railway station served by the Great 
Western Railway Co. near London, in such condition as to keep good 
and sweet a reasonable time after delivery. The course of business 
was for the churns consigned by the respondent to the association 
to be delivered by the respondent to the Great Western Railway 
Co. at Challow for transmission to Paddington, where the associa- 
tion took possession of them. It was proved that the particular 
consignment of milk in question was, when delivered to the railway com- 
pany at Challow, pure, and in all respects in accordance with the pro- 
visons of the contract. The appellant, who was an inspector under the 
Act, took a sample of the milk on its arrival at Paddington, and it was then 
found to contain 9 per cent. of added water. The magistrate found as a 
fact that the water was unlawfully added by some person a stranger to the 
respondent during the transit from Challow to Paddington. The = 
trate dismissed the information, being of opinion that, although the p 
of delivery of the milk was Paddington, the property in the milk passed 
to the association at Challow, and therefore no sale within section 6 of the 
Act of 1875 took place at Paddington. The magistrate further held that 
even if there was a sale at Paddington the respondent was in law only 
liable for the acts and defaults of him elf, his servants, and employés. 
Section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, is as follows: ‘‘ No 
person shall sell to the prejudice of the purchaser any article of food or 
any drug which is not of the nature, substance, and quality of the article 
demanded by such purchaser.’ Section 3 of the amending Act of 1879 
provides that any inspector may procure at the place of delivery any 
tample of any milk in course in delivery to the purchaser or consignee ia 
pursuance of any contract for the sale to such purchaser or consignee. Iu 
support of the appeal Brown v. Foote (66 L. T. 649) was referred to, in 
which case it was held that the seller was liable for the acts of his servants. 
The respondent did not appear. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russet, or Kuittowen, C.J., and Wuz41s, J.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Russet or Kitiowen, C.J., said that he was of opinion 
that the property in the milk did not pass t» the association until 
it was delivered at Paddington. The next question was whether 
the respondent had committed an offence under the Act, although he 
had acted perfectly honestly. It was important to observe that section 5 
of the Act of 1875 dealt with certain offences as to which the person 
charged might meet the accusation by shewing that he did not know 
and could not reasonably have obtained information that the article in 
question was adulterated. There was no such provision in section 6, and 
it had been decided that an innocent vendor was undoubtedly liable for 
the authorized acts of his servants. His lordship was of opinion that no 
distinction could be drawn between such a case and the present, and 
looking at the object and scope of the Act he could not doubt that an 
offence had been committed. His lordship added that if the view of the 
magistrate as to the respondent’s personal innocence was right, and that 
fact had been known to the inspector, it was not a case in which proceed- 
ngs a have been instituted, and only a nominal fine ought to be 

icted. 

Wis, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Covnsgt, R. C. Glen. Sout- 
crror, J. H. Hortin. 


{Reported by F, O. Ronixsoyn, Barrister-at-Law. } 








The following is a corrected list of the commission days fixed for holding 
the autumn assizes on the Midland Circuit—viz.: Aylesbury, Thursday, 
November 10 ; Bedford, Monday, November 14; Northampton, Wednesday, 
November 16; Leicester, Saturday, November 19; Lincoln, Thursday, 
November 24; Derby, Monday, November 28; No ham, Friday, 
December 2; Warwick, Wednesday, December 7 ; Birmingham, Tuesday, 
December 13. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
COUNCIL OF LAW REPORTING. 


. A largely-attended meeting of this council was held at Lincoln’s-inn on 
uesday. 

Lord Davey resigned his position as chairman of the council, stating 
that he was reluctantly obliged to do so owing to the pressure of his ditties 
as president of the Statutory Commission appointed by the Act of last 
Session known as ‘‘The Univer-ity of London Act, 1898.’’ The council 
unanimously passed a resolution comes their best thanks for the great 
services rendered by Lord Davey during his six years’ tenure of office, and 
their deep regret that his new dut’es compelled him to sever his connection 
with their body, of which he had been a member since 1881. 

Mr. Crackantuorre, Q.C., who has held the post of vice-chairman for 
five years, was, on the motion of Lord Davey, unanimously elected chair- 
man of the council. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Wiis, who has for many years pS age sa the Incor- 
porated Law Society on the council, also pe tee 3 resignation, which 
was accepted with much regret, and a hearty vote of thanks was unanimouly 
accorded to him for his long and useful services, 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
S ciety on Thursday, the 3rd inst., Mr. Robert Jo-iah Pead in the chair. 
The other directors present were: Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. 
Richard Henry Peacock, Mr. Harry Curtis Nisbet, Mr. Sidney Smith, 
Mr. John Vallance, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary). A sum of £90 was 
distributed in grants of relief, two new members were admitted to the 
associa ion, and other general business transacted. 


SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


A well-attended meeting of this as ociation was held on ry ‘ 
in the Middle Temple Hall, when a lecture was de'ivered b . F. vu. 
Crump, Q.C., on ‘‘ Malice.’”? Lord Justice Cottivs occupied the chair, 

lecture Mr. Crump observed that recent 


and Mr. Macrory, Q.C., was also present. 

In the course of an interesting 
decisions had proved that the term “ malice’ occupied a very ambiguous 

sition in English laws and doubts had been expressed whether it was a 
egal iction or a term of art. It certainly might ut in the category of 
legal fictions in the sense that it made the law more difficult to un 
and harder to arrange in methodical order. He then proceeded to trace 
the development of the doctrine of malice in the criminal law, and after- 
wards as an element in civil wrong. The vista which was opened up 
by it in the latter department of jurisprudence was remarkable, and 
a number of conflicting definitions of it had been given. This migh 
be appreciated by a reference to a case in which the definition of 
Lord Esher was declared by Mr. Justice Wills to go a t deal too 
far, while the latter’s view was afterwards stated by Lord Herschell 
to leave a great deal of room for infinite difference of opinion. 
The crucial question seemed to be, Was there ay Ee known to our 
law in which malice might make a distinction between a lawful and an 
uvlawful act? Much light, however, had been brought into our ——- 
dence by great and broad-minded judges. They had already broken away 
from the theory that the motive of relf-interest and damage to a rival 
trader could give a cause of action, and quite a blaze of light had issued out 
of trade-union legislation. 

Lord Justice Corus, in briefly proposing a vote of thanks to the 
lecturer, remarked that it was a fortunate thing that in this old country 
of ours, with the glaring defects which were apparent in the scientific 
statement of the law, somehow or other judges and juries had in 
99 cases out of a hundred been able to do substantial justice. Common 
sense, after all, underlay and overlay all technical distinctions, and as long 
as it continued to actuate the conduct of mankind, nine out of every teu 
sensible men would regard an act done with malice as more heinous than 
one done without it. While this element of practical common sense 
existed he did not despair of the law, though there was eomething to be 
desired in the way of accuracy of expression. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PrevimmmNary Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
succeseful at the Preliminary examination, held on the 12th 13th 
October, 1898 : 


Adams, Henry Packwood Bonnor, Gerard Leigh Dempster 


Andrew, Francis Atherley Winn nee ng Oliver 
Aspden, Thomas Buckley, George Kidd 

+ Baker, Charles Henry O'Neill Bullock, P William 
Baldwin, John Horatio Chatterton, Walter Goddard 
Barnes, Richard Stewart Chester, Bernard Fry 
Barnett, Ernest Edward Clifford, Horace Montagu 


Beck, James Francis Adams Coley, William Howard 


Berry, Arthur Robert Collins, Henry Akerman Desmond 
Berry, Romeo Cotton, Cecil Maurice 
Billinton, Percy Robert Cozens Brock 


, Sidney 
Black, George Barnard Criddle, Sydney Woollen 
Bolden, pre ade Crowther, Alfred Edward 
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Peter, Reginald Arthur 
Peters, George Henry Boyce 
Phelps, Edmund Julian 
Ponting, Walter Henry 
Pulleyn, George Frederick 
Reed, Samuel David 
Rodwell, Denham Edgar 
Rollinson, Willi:m 

Russell, Harry Pearn 
Saunders, Harold 

Smitb, Henry Charles John Russell 
Smith, Joseph 

Speechley, Henry James 
Stanford, Frederick Edward 
Sturgess, James Henry 
Suggate, Aubrey Pierrepoint 
Taylor, Leofric 

Thompson, George 

Toller, George Archibald 
Underwood, Arthur 
Varney, Harold Monta3u 


Dabbs, Arthur Llenry 
Dakeyne, Norman Henry 
Davies, Gwyn Howard 
Davies, Owen Henry 
Davies, Wi 1 am Frederick 
Dibben, Herbert Bristowe 
Dodd, Albert Charks Webber 
Douglass, Percy Baring 
Dwyer, Frank Hemming 
Freeth, Walter Kingson 
Gain, Joseph Henry 
Gard, Herbert Garrard 
Glossop, Alfred 

Graves, Reginald Cop:land 
Griffiths, Taliesin 
Hadfield, John 

Harker John 

Hartopp, Edward Liddell 
Hooper, William Graham 
Hunt, Joseph 

Jarvis, Edgar Frederick 
Kennedy, Vavid John Vaughan, Reginald 

Knowles, Frank Veley, Denys Augustus 
Leadbitter, Francis John Graham _- Verrall, William James Egerton 
Leather, Arthur Bowring Vicary, George Cecil 

Lee, Nigel] Inglesant Ward, William Beaumont 

Lee, Percy Kemp Warman, Edgar Leslie 

Lester, Miles Mackreth Watkins, Albert Charles 

Lloyd, Lionel Robert Watson, William Norman 
Lomer, Arthur Vernon Webster, Ernest Clifford 

Mather, Philip Bertram West, Gilbert Lewis 

Merriman, Frank Boyd Whitehead, Reginald Henry Hughes 
Milne, Ralph Knowles Whitfield, Lewis Lincoln 
Nicholson, Montagu Whitworth, Alfred 

Palmer, Joseph Walter Williams, Charles Reginald 
Parker, Harold Wilson, Alexander Bernard 
Partington, Harold Rhodes Wood, Robert 


SIR HENRY HAWKINS ON THE CRIMINAL 
EVIDENCE ACT. 


In his address to the grand jury at Cambridge on the 27th ult., Sir 
Henry Hawkins said it was necessary that he should say a few words 
respecting the provisions of the Criminal Evidence Act. The Act itself 
was not wonderfully well-drawn, and it was a little difficult to construe 
some of the sections. There were seven sections, but they all raised 
difficulties which sooner or later they would have todispose of. He did 
not think it was expedient they should anticipate every objection that 
might be raised. Sitting there and merely addres-ing them upon the 
contents of the Act of Parliament itself, he had no right himself to lay 
down rules for the guidance of others; all he could do was to express his 
own opinion upon the subject. If it was necessary that any matters 
should be judicially decided, they would be matters which would 
arise in the courts on the trial of some case or other, and then 
one had the right to reserve the consideration of questions of 
law for the court instituted for the consideration of Crown Cases Reserved. 
In substance the Act was very much like a Bill which was proposed and 
which received a great deal of opposition before it was passed into law. 
He confessed—at least, he admitted—that he himself never approved of 
the Bill which was presented and which had passed into law in the shape 
in which it now stood. Although he would endeavour, of course, as it was 
his duty, to carry out what he thought were the real intentions of the 
Legislature, yet he could not say that in doing so he was in love with the 
Act as it stood, notwithstanding it was passed with the united wisdom of 
the House of Lords and the Commons. He thought himself the Bill 
shewed that it had not been very well considered in some of its stages. 
The object of the Bill substantially was to enable all persons who were 
charged with indictable or other offences to be competent witnesses in 
their cwa behalf whenever they were called upon to defend themselves. 
He was not himself going to deal with what might be done at petty 
sessions ; his province was simply to deal with the case as it affected in- 
dictable offences. The first section of the Act enacted that every person 
charged, and the wife or husband, as the case might be, should be com- 
petent witnesses for the defence at any stage of the proceedings, whether 
the person so charged was charged solely or jointly with any other person. 
The first proviso to that section was that no person should be called as a 
witness in pursuance of the Act, except upon his own application. The 
question had arisen, and he had seen it discussed by learned gentlemen 
and other gentlemen who were not learned in the law as to whether or not 
the first section provided for the appearance of the witness before the 
grand jury who might be assembled for the purpose of: inquiring into the 
cases which were committed for trial. He would tell them at once what 
his opinion was—that a prisoner under that tection was not entitled to 
claim to go before the grand jury to give evidence in his own defence 
during the time that the grand jury were assembled for the purpose of 
considering whether a true bill ought to be presented against him or not. 
Certainly it would be very unfortunate if a person were allowed to do :o— 


"if he were allowed to go into the grand jury room where the prosecutor 


might not be, and where, if the prosecutor were present, he would 
have no right to cross-examine or to interfere with the evidence 
given by the prisoner, who, not being able to be cross-examined 


before the grand jury, could tell his own tale, and possibly, by 
inducing the grand jury to throw out the bill, might do infinite 
injustice. It was quite true it might be said that the stages of the 
proeecution were safe. The grantivg of a warrant was the first stage of 
the proceedings; but he never yet heard it said, even by those who 
advocated that a man shouid be allowed to give evidence on his owa 
behalf, that when a warrant was going to be applied for against him he 
could go before the magistrates and say, ‘‘ Now, thén, I insist upon giving 
evidence on my own behalf in this stage of the proceedings.’’ If it was 
an indictable offence he could not be tried before the mgictrate:, he could 
not be tried by the grand jury because they had no power to do so; he 
could only be tried upon an indictment which had been presented to the 
grand jury for consideration and upon which they had found a true bill. A 
true bill being returned into court constituted the indictment upon which 
the prisoner had to be tried. Referring to the early history of the criminal 
law, his lordship said under the statute of Philip and Mary there were no 
depositions taken before the magistrates atall. The prisoner was undoubtedly 
arrested and committed for trial, or compellei to appear, when the judges 
came round t deliver the gaol, but the proceedings before the magistrates 
in the first instance were proceedings which were adopted for the mere pur- 
pose of securing the presence of the prisoner at the time when the charge 
was intended to be made formally against him, and that was when the 
assizes came on and the grand jury had the bill presented against him. 
It was for no other object. Jervis’ Act finally settle1 the practice which 
was now adopted in favour of the prisoner having information afforded to 
him. Everyone of right feeling would say that a prisoner ought to have 
an opportunity of knowing what the case was against him before his case 
was called upon for actual trial. His lordship dwelt upon the lith and 
18th sections of the Act, and said in that statute there was no provision for 
prisoners’ witnesses, and he did not think now sufficient provision was 
made for them. However, there was another Act, passed through the 
instrumentality of Mr. Russell Gurney, late Recorder of London. Before 
the passing of Mr. Gurney’s Act prisoner had to pay for the attendance 
of his own witnesses, their travelling expenses, and other costs. That 
was an expense which an immense number of persons could not 
afford. The Bill was intended to provide, and did provide, for 
that. It was chiefly, in his judgment, for the trial before the pct*y 
jury who should finally determine the case that the new statute was 
meant to operate. He had very grave doubts in his own mind whether a 
man who was merely before the justices for the purpose of hearing the 
evidence, and the magistrates thinking fit to commit him for trial—he 
had very grave doubts as to whether that was a stage of the proceedings 
which was intended to be affected by the present section. Substantially, 
of course, they knew that if a man was committed for trial there would 
be an offence charged against him upon legal form, but the man knew 
what the offence was when he was committed. Still there was no power 
to try it; and therefore he might say, ‘‘I shall give you no statement 
to-day$ I will wait until my trial. Then my defence will come.”’ He 
thought himself, on the whole, that the Act was involved in obscurity, 
and the meaning of the Legislature was, to his mind, involved in 
obscurity. At the same time he thought it was a safe interpretation of 
the section—and he himself interpreted it as the meaning—not to confer 
upon the prisoner a right to go before the grand jury and be called asa 
witness on his defence before the law called upon him to make a defence at 
all. He never yet heard of a man being called before a grand jury to defend 
himself. He thought the duty of the grand jury remained precisely the same 
as it was before the ing of the Act—namely, the grand jury were to 
consider the bill which was presented to them for their consideration, 
listen to the evidence, and decide whether the case was one which ought 
in their judgment to be tried before the tribunal empowered to try it. If 
they returned a true bill the indictment was called upon for trial and the 
prisoner was called upon for his defence. If the bill was not thrown out 
it was not a final determination of the case, as would be the verdict of the 
jury upon an indictment, but if the bill was thrown out there was nothing 
to prevent a second bill of the same character being presented to another 
grand jury for their opinion upon the subject. The right thing was 
to exclude the prisoner from the grand jury room, leaving him unfettered 
so far as the defence he thought fit to offer, when he was called upon to 
make his defence, was concerned. If one could suppose that every man 
called as a witness on his own behalf would speak the truth the Act 
would be a most admirable provision. But he could not help thinking as 
time went on, when the privelege was often made use of, sometimes both 
judges and juries would be shocked at the amount of perjury which would 
be committed. It was impossible to suppose that all persons placed in 
difficulty could speak the truth. However, they must be listened to, and 
their evidence must be fairly and duly weighed. 








The St. James's Gazette says that the body of Mr. Reginald Bridger, 
solicitor, of Ipswich, was found on the 27th inst., lying on the beach at 
Felixstowe, just above high-water mark. He left his home on Wednesday 
with the mtention of going to Colchester, and his movements since have 
not been traced. 


A Missouri judge, says the Albany Law Journal, begins a recent opinion 
as follows: ‘‘ Delenda est Carthago. Error, unrepentant, must be destroyed. 
Gentle reader, if you have ever chanced to wander through that wilder- 
ness of undigested volumes which Judge Leonard on one occasion said 
were not law books, but only Missouri Reports, you maybap have encountered 
the case of Hickman vy. Green (123 Mo. 165, 22 8. W. 455, and 278. W. 440.) 
If not, it shall be my pleasing task now to unfold to you the prominent 








points and salient characteristics of that cause celébre.’’ 
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- Woman dressed in black sat for some time listening to a learned couneel’s 


Nov. 5, 1898. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 43.] 17 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Axrnur Epmunp Gut, barrister, of the South-Eastern Circuit, has 

been appointed Junior Counsel to the London Bankers’ Association, in the 

place of Mr. Charles F. Gill, who has resigned that appointment after 

holding it for a period of ten years. Mr. Walter H. Srna, of 11, 
Queen Victoria-street, E.C., is solicitor to the association. 

Sir Louis Apptw Kersuaw, Obief Justice of the High Court of Judicature 

for the North-Western Provinces, has been appointed Chief Justice of the 

High Court at Bombay, in succession to the late Sir Charles Farran. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Mr. Grorcr Neti, deveased.—Solicitors and others who may have in 
their custody any Will or other Testamentary Writing executed by the 
deceased Mr. George Nei!l, of 3, Panmure-terrace, Montrose, N.B., and 
who occasionally resided at No. 25, Barony-street, Edinburgh, and No. 13, 
Ladbroke-road, Notting-hill-gate, London, or who may have any know- 
ledge of the existence of any such writing or of any documents belonging 
to him, are requested to communicate with Messrs. Burness & Dickson, 
eolicitors, Montrose, who are acting on behalf of his next-of-kin. No. 97, 
High-street, Montrose, the 20th of October, 1898. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 
Disso.vrions. 


Tuomas Warkins Baxer and Wiiu1aM Frepertck Lanewortny, solici- 
tors (Baker & Langworthy), Bristol, Baekwell, Nailsea, and Clevedon. 
Sept 30. [ Gazette, Oct. 28. 


A.cerNnon Tatuam and Hersert Georce Lovsapa, solicitors (Tatham & 
Lousada), 17, Old Broad-street, London. June 30, 1896 


Freperick WiiiiAM Evstace Gruecen, Henry ALEXANDER WILLIAMS, 
and Pxrurr Caartes Conway, solicitors (Gruggen, Williams, & Conway), 
32, Craven-street, Strand, London; Rochester-row, Westminster ; and 
4, Renfrew-road, Lower Kennington-lane, London, as fatas Philip Charles 
Conway is concerned. Sept. 15. (Gazette, Nov. 1. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Sir Henry Hawkins, on Tuesday, completed his 22nd 
year on the bench, having been appointed a judge on November 2, 1876. 


Mr. Justice Bigham was unable to take his seat at the Carlisle Assizes 
on Tuesday, and the business of the assizes was put off. Mr. Justice 
Phillimore rose at one o’clock on Wednesday, in order to travel to Carlisle 
to take the place of Mr. Justice Bigham. 


Mr. Justice Romer has had a severe cold, which disabled him for a day 
ortwo. On Saturday last he was so hoarse that his remarks were almost 
inaudible, and counsel experienced the greatest difficulty in following his 
observations, and he had to rise without completing his list. 


The hon. secretary of the Inns of Court Orchestral Society (Mr. W. H. 
Griffith, 4, Brick-court, Temple) wishes it to be known t there are 
vacancies for good violin players. The rehearsal meetings are held on 
Wednesday afternoons from 5.30 to 7.30. 


Judge Breckinridge, rays the Albany Law Journal, in reprimanding a 
criminal, among other hard names, him a scoundrel. The prisoner 
replied, ‘‘ Sir, I am not as great a scoundrel as your honour—takes me to 
be.”’ ‘‘ Put your words closer together,” replied the judge. 


Under the Locomotives Act, 1898, county councils are empowered to 
make bye-laws for the regulation of road locomotive traffic, and to fix the 
fees for licences granted to locomotives. In ceveral instances ecales of fees 
have already been adopted. In respect to the making of bye-laws, how- 
ever, the County Councils’ Association have resolved to move the Local 
Government Board to issue model bye-laws, and a committee, consisting of 
Lord Thring, Mr. H. Hobhouse, M.P., Mr. R. D. M. Littler, Q.O., and Mr. 
eS. — have been appointed to draw up suggestions for submission 
© the Board. 


All the world knows, says the Daily Telegraph, that Lord Russell of 
Killowen is a very handsome and dignified gentleman, but when a lady 
litigant insisted on paying these compliments personally in open court the 
situation would have become embarrassing but for his lordsbip’s calmness 
and courtesy in dealing with effusive and exuberant characters. An old 


long oration, the repetitions in which were enough, she declared, to drive 
anyone mad, until, becoming impatient, she produced a bundle of letters 
from a capacious pocket, and made her way to the table in front of the Lord 
Chief Ju:tice’s desk. Sturdily she clambered up the railings, and waving 
the apers before his lordship, she cried, ‘‘ You must take them. You are 
Lord Russell of Killowen. Oh! you good, dear man! You have been 
fooled, and I have been foolkkd. I have been made mad about it, and I 
have been told youre a gentleman. How can you listen to these people 
going over and over again at the same thing? I don’t know how you 
stand it.” After listening to this shower of compliments unmoved, Lord 
Russ: 1l of Killowen took the papers offered and quietly asked the woman 
to retire from the bench and to leave the court. At first she demurred, 
but his lordship fixed his calm but stern eyes on her, and in a moment she 
was on her way to the door. Sne tursed in the passage-way to exclaim, 


and with a smirk, a smile, and a curtsey, cried, ‘Oh! you lovely man!” 
Then the interupted counsel cuntiabie his repetitions. 

While, says the Albany Law Journal, the reading of one’s own obituary 
notice is no uncommon luxury in these days of enterprizing journalism, 
few ms have enjoyed (?) returning home from a honeymoon to be the 
chief mourner at their own funeral. Yet such seems to have been the rare 
privilege of Miss Grace Marian Perkins, of Middleboro, The 
dismembered trunk of a young woman, evidently murdered 
mutilated, is found py gyi Bridgeport, Conn. ; these remains are 
positively identified by Mr. Perkins as those of bis daughter, by. means 
of birth-marks and scars on the body; further corro n 
furnished by the dentist who had filled Miss Perkins’ teeth, and whose 
descriptions of the fillings tally with those in the mouth of the 
dead girl; the father is willing to stake his life that the remains 
are those of his missing daughter; he gathers them up tenderly, 
has them shipped to his home, and they reach there just as the ruppoted 
victim alights from a train at the same station well and happy. id the 
sensati dramatist or novelist have planned the denouement more deftly 
than it actually occurred? But what becomes of the sure identification in 
this case? Does it not convey the lesson that nothing is more fallible, at 
times, than the human senses and perceptions? Confl identifications 
have been common in many, if not most, of the great murder mysteries, 
but in few have the features been #0 sensational. Positive identification, 
often difficult enough in life, is immensely harder when death and muti- 
lation have begun their destroying work. This very difficulty no doubt 
stimulated M. Bertillon, the French inal expert, to perfect his 
marvellous syatem of criminal registration which has now been adopted in 
almost every civilized country. The Perkins cpisode is a com- 
mentary on the danger of jumping at conclusions in murder my: x 


Mr. R. V. Bankes writes to the Times on the Criminal Evidence Act as 
follows: From the letters of a ‘“‘ Chairman of Quarter Sessions’’ and 
others which have appeared in your columns and elsewhere it would 
appear that, owing to a recent charge of Mr. Justice Wills to the grand 
jury at Mold, when he recommended them to throw out the bill for perjury 
alleged to have been committed by a man who had given evidence on h 
own behalf at the preceding assizes, there can be no prosecution clioged 

st 


é 


prisoners who avail themselves of the recent Act and commit or are 

to have committed perjury. It appears ons in the public intere - 
attention should be called to a somewhat similar unreported case, tried 
also at Mold some three or four years ago before Lord Justice Vaughan 
Williams. In that case the learned judge laid down ne J the opposite 
doctrine, described the prosecution as a most proper one, after a verdict 
of guilty had been returned, sentenced the prisoner to three months’ hard 
Sata ct contests parfuay Suk Mepoulig-—it te imgesiaie swing 60 he 
could not commit mpunity.—. ° 

nature of both then ¢ pa to inquire closely into the facts, but is clear that 
these two decisions are quite reconcilable, and there is clear — 
deducible from them. In the first casé the learned judge, Mr. Just 
Wills, appears to have considered that an effort was being made after an 
acquittal to try the issue the jury had already decided—viz., guilty 
or not guilty—under another form, and to that he took very just exception, 
holding it to be not only unfair, but unconstitutional, to try a man twice 
on the same issue. In the case tried before Lord Justice Vi 


jury 
The difference may be simply illustrated thus: man is charged with 
shooting another. He swears he did not shoot him, and that he never had 
a pistol in his life. The jury acquit him. He cannot, I apprehend, after- 
wards be tried for perjury in swearing that he did not shoot the other. 
He can be tried for saying he never had a pistol in his life if it cau — 
be shown that he had had one, the distinction being that the jury have 
the one issue and have not tried the other. It is, of course, highly 
desirable that tome definite rule should be laid down by the judges to 
guide magistrates, as no one will question that the idea of absolute y 
to prisoners to commit perjury is fraught with much danger to the 
community. 
In the November number of the Nineteenth Ccntury Mr. Harry L. 
Stephen relates eome of his judicial empeenee in the Gambia. He says: 
“(In my brief experience of the administration of the law of the oan, 
which in theory at least is nearly ident'cal with the law of England, 
was only once troubled with a legal as. This I wholly failed to 
understand, and both ies cheerfully agreed to leave it on one 
side after twenty minutes’ discussion. On the other hand, many of 
the facts, and most of the people, I was called upon to deal with 
were curious enough fully to make up for any opportunities I 
lost of solving le conundrums, The savage, or at least the 
savage of the Gambia Protectorate, has only the most rudimentary 
idea of forensic mendacity. Of the witnesses by a before me, 
ex the prisoners, hardly one attempted 
oer Bh devices of cross-examination met with the most a 
instant success, The facts were frequently eat Se ee s 
partly because of the necessity of transacting business through an interpreter, 
partly because they were in themselves surprising. The most remarkable 
case that came before me I had to try twelve days after I bad landed in Africa 
for the first time, and the facts were curious to bear recounting. 
Tisce men, Mestew Cham, Se: beau SP Dembah Cham 
his brother, and Dem! , were 
Cham. The story begins with the illness of Buley Cham, nephew to 
Marlow and Dembah. As is the way with natives, no one noticed that he 





“Now I have seen Lord Russell I will be righted. “hand to the Leach 
e ) 


man,’’ and just as she passed the portal she kissed her 





was ill till he was delisious, or at least unconscious ; an 
which it then occurred to his friends to take was to try to induce 
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to name the persons who had betwiched him. On being pressed on 
this point he, naturally enough in his then state, mentioned the names 
of his wife Awab and her sister Nyalling. They were seized and questioned, 
and immediately confessed their guilt. A dilemma then presented itself 
to Marlow and Dembah, who throughout took the leading part in the 
p ings. If, according to immemorial native custom, tkey killed the 
women forthwith, they would certainly get into trouble with the English ; 
if the women were not killed, Buley would surely die. The English 
Commissioner was, owing to unavoidable circumstances, out of reac), and 
——, the whole question was referred to the local chief. This 
official, finding himself in much the same difficulty as that which had 
beset Marlow and Dembah, hit upon a device which might have turned 
out successfully, and did, in fact, save two lives at the cost of one. He 
sent Awab and Nyalling back to their village with stringent orders, 
couched in a rough sing-eong metre, that Marlow and Dembah were ‘ not 
to kill, not to beat, not to bind,’ but were to let the women go out into the 
bush to collect medicine to undo the mischief they had done, by restoring 
to Buley his heart and entrails, of which their magic had deprived him. 
Into the bush they accordingly went, and gathered ‘ white-plum’ and 
some other vegetable, to the name of which I could get no translation, to 
take out of his stomach the ‘ratsleaf’ which they had put there.”’ A 
remarkable story of superstition follows. 








The General Accident Assurance Corporation draw attention to a scheme 
of insurance from accident to travellers by railway or tramcars. Under 
this system only one payment is required, the risk of unintentional non- 
renewal is obviated, as well as the risk of inability to pay future premiums, 
and the person assured is fully covered, whether in Great Britain or in any 
other part of the world, — any accident to the railway train or 
tramcar in which he is travelling. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Nov. 8.—Meesrs. Foster, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Shop and Residence in 
Baker-street to 1913, at £80 per annum ; estimated value £220 per annum. Leatehold 
Residence in Albion-street, Hyde-park, to 1925; value over £130 per annum, Long 
Leasehold Residential Properties in Addison-road and Paddington; value about £300 
- o-. Solicitors, Messrs. Peake, Bird, Collins, & Co, London.—Leasehold 

lence in West Kensington ; lease over 70 years; rent £15 perannum. Solicitors, 
Messrs, Saxton & Morgan, London. (See advertisements, this week. p. 26 ) 

Nov. 8.—Messrs. Tnurcoop & Marriy, at the Mart, at 2:—South Kensington: Long 

Leasehold House, containing 20 rooms. Solicitors, Messrs. Chester, Broome, & 

thes, London.—Sydenham : Detached and semi-detached Long Leasehold Houses; 
let at rents of £130 and £60 per annum. Messrs. Lindsay, Greenfield, & Masons, 
London.—Clapham-park: Large Detached House, with garden; vacant jon. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Gadsden & Treherne, London. (See advertisement, this week, 


Pp. 24.) 
Nov. 10.—Mesars, C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rent of £120 per 
annum, secured upon “The Old Nun’s Head,” fully licensed. Solicitors, Meesrs. 
tage & ag London.—Freehold and Leasehold Properties at Canning To 
Custom House. 





wn, 

, Stepney, Stratford, Haggerston, Wimbledon, and Gipsy-hill. Solici- 

tors, Messrs. Leslie, Antill, & Arnold, London.—Freehold edilentes ond Building 
Land at Leyton. _ Solicitors, Messrs. Hogan & Hughes, London.—Dwelling-house at 
Bow. Solicitors, Messrs. J , Son, & Allen, London,—Dwelling-house at Notti 
Hill. Solicitors, Messrs. Burde' ingham & Co., Lo’ en—Deschald House a 
Shop, Commercial-road. Solicitors, Messrs, Giraud, Hendley, & Penlington, London. 

- — a, peggy vm Pp. *). 

Ov. 10.—Mesars, Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Properties near 
Uxbridge-road Station and Holland Park-avenue. Solicitors, Messrs. White & De 
Buriatte, London.—Leasehold Houses at Stoke Newington and Balls Pond. Solicitors, 
Mersrs. Wetherfield, Son, & Baines, London.—Freehold House and Shop at Fulbam 
Solicitor, R. C. Green, Esq., London,—Leasehold Residence at Wood Green. Solici- 
tor, RB. Greening, Esq., London. — Leasehold House and Premises at Dockhead. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Burton & Sons, London.—Ten Houses in Bermondsey, producing 
£308 per annum ; term, 18} years. Solicitors, Messrs. Attenborough & Son, London. 
— 64 and 65, York-street, Westminster, producing £92 per annum. 0 Houses near 
Kenn “road. Solicitors, Messrs. G. Reader & Co., London.—Four Houses in 
lam » producing £193 perannum. 83, Camberwell New-road. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Hogan & Hughes, London.—Six Residences at Sydenh Solicitor, C. A. Russ, Esq., 
London.—Four shold Houses in Westmacott-street, producing £114 per annum. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Wilkinson & Son, London.—Fourteen Leasehold Houses in Victory- 
square, producing £427 per annum. Solicitors. Me:srs. Griffinhoofe & Brewst-r, 
London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 24.) 

Nov. 10.—Mesars. Doveias Youne & Co. will Sell by Auction, at the Pillar Hall, Cannon- 
street Hotel, at 2. (Important Notice.— Ke E. T. Hooley, in Bankruptcy. By order 
of Mr. D. F. Basden, the Trustee. Alteration of Place of Sale. It been found 
necessary to engage the Pillar Hall, Cannon-street Hotel, at which place the Auction 
will be conducted, instead of at the Mart ) Hooley Wiltshire Estates: Five Villager, 
Five Licensed Houses, Three Advowsons. Twelve large Farms, Six Manors,and Hundr 4: 
of —, in the village yb of Steeple Langford, Stapleford, Berwick st. 
James, Winterbourne Stoke, dington, and All Cannings, comprising some of the 
richest Agricultural Land in the kingdom, fishing, shooting, and coursing; the whole 
form: an estate of 10,910 acres; total rent-roll £6,000 per annum. e property 
will be first offered in One Lot, and if not sold then in Four Lots as follows: 1. The 
Southern Estate; 2. The Maddington Estate; 3. The All Cannings Estate; 4. The 
Advowson of All Cannings.—Hooley Essex Estate: Ashdon and lwinter (Essex) 
Estate, to which is now added Cooper's and Pale Farms, adjoining the Bourne Farm, 
containing 140 acres, 1 rood, 14 poles; first as a whole, and, if not so sold, then in 








Three Lots only, instead of in 28 Lots. Lot1: The Mansion, Park, and Grounds, 16 
Farms, Woodlands and Plantations, Cottages, Allotment Lands, and Small Holdings. 
an area of 3,384 acres, 3 roods, 27 poles, ucing rentals and estimated rentals of 
about £2,868 18s. per annum. Lot 2: e Three Manors or Reputed Manors of 
Newnham Hall, Overhall with Walton's. and Bendysh Hall. Lot 3: The Advowson 
(or alternate a of presentation) of the Parish Church of Radwinter. Solicitors, 
Messrs. A. & H. ite; Messrs. Broughton, Nocton, & Broughton; and Messrs. 
Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co., allof London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 24.) 
Nov. 11.—Messrs. Cons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Rent-charge of £132 per annum, secured 
upon Block of Properties in Rotherhithe. Solicitors, Messrs. Lake & Lake, London.— 
Reversion to £2,500; gentleman aged 67; secured upon Dover Corporation Stock and 
Freehold Estate in Kent. Solicitors, Henry Fielding, Esq , Canterbury, and Messrs, 
Winch, Greensted, & Winch, Sittingbourne. (See advertisement, this week, p. 26.) 








WakrnInG To INTENDING Hovses Purcuasgrs anv Lesszxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. ] 

For Tsroat Irriration ann Coven.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or drynets of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Hom«eo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.] 


’ 





WINDING UP NOTICES, 
London Gaszette.—Faivay, Oct. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Liwirzp in Caanorry. 

Cates Wricat & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Eckersley, Fulwell, Tyldesley, Lancs. ees, Manchester, eolor to the liquidator 

Gotpen Arrow Mint, Liwrep (1m Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
4 ee Moore, 34 and 36, Gresham st. Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, solors to 
the liqui 

J T Secrvur, Limiren—Creditors are requested, on or before Dec 31, to send their names 
and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Eastwood Meadow- 
croft, 57, Moorgate et ; 

Nortu-Eastern Printina anp Pusiisuixa Co, Liutrep — Creditors are uired, on 
or before Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Charlton Forster, 13, inger st West, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

REALIZATION AND DevELopment Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, poke Sept 30, 
directed to be heard Nov 9. Learoyd & Co, 12, Coleman st, solors for the’petner. Notice 
g appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ov 8 

Rocer te Beau et Cir, Limrrep—Petn for up, presented Oct 24, directed to be 
hi Nov 9. Rising & Ravenscroft, 8, Lead st, solors for the petner. Notice of 
souees must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

ov 8 


Tree, Tuomas, & Witsoyx, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct directed 
to be heard Nov 9. <A J Oliver, 56, Coleman st, solor for the petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ov 8 

Witiram_ Lancaster Eastnourxe, Limirep —Petn for winding up, presented Oct 24, 
directed to be heard Nov 9. Lane, 56, Gresham st, solor for the petners. Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ov 


Woopvitte Porrery Co, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Reuben 
Robinson Preston, 14, New st, Leicester. Sharp, Coalville, solor for liquidators 

Unuimirep iv CHANCERY. 3 . 

Loypon anp County Unrry Buripine Socrery (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required 

to send particulars of their claims to Smith & Co, 133, te st, solors for trustees 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Guais FemaLe Frienviy Society, Glais Inn, Clydech, Glam. Oct 19 

Hivrernotme Coat Civs, Linirep, Hipperholme, Yorks. Oct 19 

Liverroo, Law Crerks’ Society, Liverpool. Oct 21 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep um Caanorry. la 
Ayaio-Frexcn Goitp Fieips or AusTRAvasta, Lintep—Petn for winding up, presented 
27, directed to be heard Nov 9. Ward & Co, 85, Gracechurch st, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Nov 8 a 

ApostoLorr Automatic TeLerHone Parent SynpicatE, Limirep—Petn for winding up, 
presented Oct 25, directed to be heard on Nov 9. ite & De Buriatte, 38, Holborn 
viaduct, solors and petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 8 : 

East WEALTH oF Nations Co, Liuuirep—Petn for winding up, pr ted Oct 26, directed 
to be heard on Nov 9. Slark & Co, Southampton st, Strand, solors for petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 





Nov 8 

Forp’s Horr: Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 27, directed to be heard 
on Nov9. Neal, Pinner’s Hall, Gt Winchester st, solor for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 8 

ImpeRIAL Western AvusTrRaLiAN Corporation, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or 
befure Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Richard Lawrence Spicer, 3 and 4,Gt Winchester st _ L 

Mownarcu Synvicate, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presexted Oct 27, direct:d to be 
heard on Nov 9. Mellor & Co, 1, emg pl, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later t 6 o'clock ia the afternoon of Nov 8 

New Parent Cycre Rartway Synoicare, Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Wednesday, Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Grosvenor Floyd, 48, Cherry st, Bir- 
mingham. Thomas & Blakemore, Birmingham, solors for the liquidator : 

Pesratta Exproration Co, Limrrep—Petn for windiog up, presented Oct 25, directed to 
be heard Nov 9. Oliver, 1, Corbet ct, Gracechurch st, solor for the petners. Notice of 
appearing must the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the aft:rnoon of 
Nov 8 , 

Ricusarps & Warp, Liurep—Creditors are required. on or before Dec 6, to send their 

nd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Liddiard, 
8, Marco rd, Hammersmith : f 

Sonotastic Suprty Co, Limirzp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 27, directed to be 

heard on Wednesday, Nov 9. Bishop Betts, 7, New ct, Lincoln’s inn, solor for 
tners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
e afternoon of Nov 8 : 

Sway Bacon Co, Lamirer (1x Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
deine, to Frederick Truman Wiltshire, 7, Queen st, Cheapside, Styer, Threadneedle 
st, solor 

Wesr Austratian Marker Trust, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 27, 
directed to be heard Nov 9. F RM Phillips, for Gush, Phillips, Walters, & Williams, 
38, Finsbury circus, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach’ he above- 

named not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of Nov 8 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct. 28, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ayprews, Hexay Samver, Torquay, Grocer Exeter Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Anravr, Freperick James, Corne ryt a School- 
master Salisbury Pet Oct 26 Ord Gc 

Arxrixsoy, Caaistorner, Castleford, Yous Blacksmith 
Wakefield Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Bexxett, Joun Henry, Derby, Stocktaker Derby Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Buakxe, Witiram, Hebron, Cumentiem, Farmer High 
Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 2 

BootLanD, Gronce, New Wortley. Leeds, Fish Salesman 
Leeds Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 

Baown, Cuartes Wittiam, Walefield, Wholesale Confeo- 
tioner Wakefield Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 22 

Buxtine, Acres Anniz, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 24 Ord 
Oct 


Conen, A, Duke st, St James’s High Comt Pet Oct 1 
Ord Get 25 


Coremay, Jouy, Gt Grimsby, Smackowner Gt Grimsby 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Cotuixs, WILiram, —, Essex, Builder High Court 
Pet Sept 28 Ord Oc 

DamMARELL, Epwuunp + ohn Paignton, Devon, Mason 
Exeter Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Der, Hexzy, Walton-on-Thames, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 24 

Evays, Jonx, Hawthorn, nr Treforest, Glam, Solicitor’s 
Clerk Pontypridd Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Gattoway, Artruur Davin, we ~ ot Tailor 
Neweastle-on-Tyne Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 2: 

Some, Soe RB, Leicester, Butcher Gir Pet Oct 25 

25 


Or 
Gairrix, Darivs, Dowlais, Glam, Labourer Merthyr 
Tsdfl Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Hargis, Gzorce Tuomas, Northampton, Milliner North- 
ampton Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 26 
Hesxetu, Gzorce, Ashton-in-Makerfield, nr Wigan, Grocer 
Wigan Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Baker 


Hirst, Dyson, Slaithwaite, nr Huddersfield, 
Huddersfield Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Hove entenes, Seat, Frome, Somerset Barnet Pet Sept 
29 Ord 25 

Hoimes, Henry, aHtighgate, Builder High Court Pet Oct 
24 ‘Ord Oct 2 

Hvrcursoy, Wit L1AM, Upper Norwood, 
Upholsterer Croydon Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Jouxsos, Jouy, Darlington, Joiner Stockton-on-Tees 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Lasce.ies, Francis, Manchester, ~ eased Salesman Man- 
chester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 2 

Laverack, AtBenrt, Belle Vue, or Wakefield, News Agent 
Wakefield Pet Oct 24 Ord Oc’ 

Laws, Joun Josepn, Streatham, " Shemist Wandsworth 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Lewis, Jonx, Berrynarbor, Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 
Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 25 

Lister, Witxi1am, Chirton Grange, nr North Shields, 
Fruiterer Newcastle-on-Tyne Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

massa, GrorGe Arcurso, Bath, Captain Bath Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Oct 2 

Pgacock, ‘teen * cambridge, Blacksmith Cambridge 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Pixper, Frepesicx, Beverley, York, Grocer Kingston- 
upon-Hull Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Pocurx, Groner Henry, Leicester, Painter Leicester Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Ress, Ricnarp, Trealaw, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Rivixne, Sivoyx, Darwen, Lancs, Overlooker Blackburn 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Saxsom, Samuet, jun, Mansfield, a Iron Turner 
Nottingham Pet Oct2t Ord Oct 24 

General 


Surrey, 


Bevvovr, Grorce Hesxry, Urmston, Lanes, 
Merchant Manchester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Sitts, Daniev, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Sinvson, Rovert, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Oct 22 Ord 
Oct 24 


Steatu, Esenezenx Curves, Kirkby in Ashfield, Labourer 
Nottingham Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Suira, a Pracivat, Battesea, Hosier Wandsworth 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

A nd Harry, Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet Oct 26 
Ord Oct 26 

Szarima, Beatrice, Boston, Lincs, Milliner Boston Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Twerp, ARcHIBALD, Moulton, -~ toma Publican Cam- 
bri idge Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 2 

Warsox, Wittiam, Nottingham, "Pawnbrokers Manager 
Nottingham Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 2 

Waiter, Cuarves, Great —e Seaper Great Grimsby 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Witurams, Irnen, Ceartd, Hotel Keeper Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 


Amended notice nae for that anaes in the 
London Gazette of Oct 1 
Bacox, Bex, Manchester, Merchant, Tout Manchester 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Oct 7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baney, Tomas, Newmarket, Ironmonger Nov 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Bauuincer, dae Henry, Cheltenham, Cabinet Maker 
Noy 5at 4.30 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Bexxerr, Joux Hesry, Derby, Stocktaker Nov 7 at 11 
Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, ‘Derby 

Brows, Cuartes Witiiam, Wakefield, Wholesale Con- 
fectioner Nov 4at11 Off Rec, 6, Bond terr, Wakefield 

Bextixc, Acres Anyiz, Leeds Nov7at1l Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 

Carey, Jouy, Hampton Wick Nov 4at11.30 24, Railway 
app, London bridge 

CarteTox, Jonxy Suaw, Newnham, Medical Practitioner 
Noy Sat 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 


Coma ban mee Rig Essex, Builder Nov 4 at il 
b st 


Cooper, ax Hewry, Scarbo: Plumber Nov 4 at 
11_ Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Sear rough 

Dore, Joux SALMOND, and James Broapiey, New Holland, 
Lincs, Shipbuilders Noy 4at 2 Off Reo, Trinity House 


ull 
Ear.e, Beresrorp Natsaniet, Winchester, Physician 
Nov ll at 3.15 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southam 
Fartey, Witiiam Jonny, and Auserr Epwarp ARLEY, 
, Brake Nov 10 at 9.30 Off Rec, 
‘st, Canterb 


I Wit Hie 
Frost, Wituiam Henny, Huddersfi apeaber Noy 4at 
11 Off Rec, 19, John William st, afield 
GamBLe, ARTHUR. Leicester, Butcher Nov 4at1230 Off 
Leicester 


Gu EADELL, JOHN enry, and Herpert Gir ape vt, Sheffie'd 
Wheelwrights Nov 15 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 


Lincola 
GomersaLt, Frevercx Wi..1am, Sheffield, Tobacconist 
Nov 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, ln, Sheffield 
Grocott, Tuomas, Alstonefield, Staffs, Publican Nov 4at 
12 Off Reo, ‘ St Mary’s gate, Derb: y 
Hammonp, Joun Witiiam, Howden, rom, Coachbuilder 
Nov 4at 11 Ree, Trinity House In, Hull 
HAgrinoron, ae Wittiam, Hammersmith, Corn- 
dealer Nov4ati12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Hatton, Josern, Jump, nr Barasley, Yorks, Miner 
Nov 4 at 1015 Off oo t - MSH 
aieseen, Groner, Ashton wigs 


rocer Nov 8 at 10.45 ia al 
JackmaN, Egyest, 
at2 19, Quay st, Newport, ae 
JACKSON, Cuan ES, vm: 5 owe: ae, Sagi 
ad Nov 5 at ll Rec, 4, hy pl, Park st, 
JERVIS, ee J anne, Lverpos Baker Nov 9at12 Off 
Jouxsox, Jon Rance, Strang Corn Merchant Nov 4 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy b! » Oxmeg 8 st 
Joxxs, James, Lianbadarn Radnor, Tailor Nov at5 
2.30 Off Kec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsb bury 
Leaeorr, Arruur, Earl Soham, ig Shoemaker 
Nov 18 => we pee, 86, Princes —g tb 
MAckENZzIE, EIL, tham Cross, urserymaa 
Nov 7 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Tem Hert” Rum Temple 


avenue 
Oakes, Joseru, Holyhead, lesey, Woollen Draper 
Nov 10at3 Crypt chmbrs, tgate row, Chester 
Puitrot, Watter Cuaries, Long Green, nr Tewkes! 
Farmer Nov 5at4 County Court bldgs, Chel! 
Sceatu, Esenezer Cuarzes, Kirkby in eld, I 
Nov 6ati2 Off Rec, 4, Castle Dl. Park st, Nottingham 
SrricKLayp, WILLIAM SAMUEL, Camb: , Cabinet er 
Nov 4at 11.45 Off Rec, 6, Petty Cury, Camb 


eeaswe, Wtsan Bocmaso, my cnn roy |. erchant 
ov 15 at 3 ster 
Topp, og ot : , Yorks, Painter Nov 4 at 10.30 
mn! 
Wa.pock, Francis 1L¥RED, Ashwell, Hertford, Miller 
Nov4atil Off Rec, 6, Petty Cury ——S 
wee Tuomis Pau, thewda® Painter ‘ov 4at3 


chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Weesten, Frepericxk Cuarites, New Swindon, Wilts, 
Fruiterer Nov 5 at 12 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, 


Swindon 
Amended antine substituted for that , pee in the 
ndon Gazette of Oct. 
Rettrer, Gries, oo hee , OS Nov 21 
at1l Crown Blandford 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


inom, soeee Samve., Upton, Torquay, Grocer Exeter 
Pet Oc' Ord Oct 26 
Artuocr, hh. James, Cerne i, pete, School- 
lisbury Pet Oct 26 


master 

ATKINSON, ey Castieford, “vorks, Blacksmith 
Wakefield Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 

Baltey, Twos, Newmarket, + Cambridge 
Pet Oct Ord Oct 


21 
Besyett, Joun eee Derby, Stocktaker Derby Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Booman Grorce, New Wortley, Leeds, Fish Salesman 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
mh. oo Witiiam, Wakefield, Wholesale Con- 
fectioner Wakefield Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 23 


Buntine, Acyes Annie, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct24 Ord 
Oct 24 

Coxe, fa Davip, Coventry, Tailor Coventry Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Oct 25 


naean, Joux, Great Grimsby, Smackowner Great 
Grimsby Pet Oct 25 Ord Uct 25 

Coustox, Grorce Joszrn, aie Berks, Grocer Reading 
Pet det 18 Ord Oct 2 

Damerett, Epuunv Fatsurs, Doddiscombsleigh, Devon, 
Mason Exeter Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Evays, Joux, Hawthorn, Glam, peamiare Clerk Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 2 

Gatioway, Anruur Davin, a on Tyne, Tailor 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

—, — R, satan, Butcher Leicester Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Oct 256 


GnirFin, gins Dowlais, Glam, Labourer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 21 

Harninefor, Frepericxk Wiitiam, Hammeremith, Corn 
Dealer High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 24 

tone, ¢ anes gL, Stetchford, Warwicks 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 25 

Heskxetrn, Groroz, Ashton in Makerfield, nr Wigan, 
rocer Wigan Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Hinst, Dysox, BSlaithwaite, nr Huddersficld, Baker 
Huddersfield Pet Oct 20 O:d Oct 20 

Hottoway, Josern, Birmi 
Bi gham Pet Oct 18 


B ag Highgate, Builder 

‘oLMEs, Henny, 

Oct 24 Ord Oct #4 

JERVIS, Le = James, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet 

Jxssz, Epwarp, Dinton, Wilts, Farmer Salisbury Pet 
Oct 3 Ord Oct 22 ” : 








Jounsox, Joux, Joiner Stockton-on-Tees 
Pot Oct Ont Octo 
seme Bg Denbigh, Baker Wrexham Pet 
Kew 1m, Witt1am, Nottingham, Engine Driver Notting- 
ham Pet Sept 27 Ora Oct 24 
LaScELLES, yey , Oyster Salesman Man- 
chester p 1, 25 Ond Oct 35 » 
LBERT, Belle "Wakefield, 5 Agent 
La J J stag oe 4g wi 
ws, Jonn JosErn, ham, Chemist ‘andsworth 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 : 


Lister, Wiiitam, Chirton Gra nr North 
Fruiterer Newoastle on ‘Tyme’ Pet Oct 94 ond 


Oct 24 
Otv, Wittram CHarves, —m Tobacconist Bir- 
o —- Pet Sept 21. Ord 22 
‘BACOCK, REDERIC Cambridge, Blacksmith Cambridge 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Progen, Pagoomen, Boren, » York, Grocer Kingston upon 


Laverac 
Wi 


Ord Oct 2% 
Pocnix, Grorce Heyry, Fieckney, Leicester Painter 
Leicester Pet Oct a’ Ord Oct 24 


Regs, ny go ye Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Soe, Simon, Darwen, Lancs, Overlooker Blackburn 


Saxsom, Bast ty juny Mansel, Notts, Iron Turner Not- 
g 24 Ord Oct 24 

ais a Gunes Heyry, Saeaetaom 

5 | Bunce 18 Ord Oct 21" 


a) Rovert, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Oct 22 Ord 
Sieatu, Evenezer Cuares im Asad, Notts, 
Nottingham Ord Oct 24 

Comoe, Saat, Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet Oct 26 

SrrickLtanp, Wittiam Samvust, Cambridge, Cabinet Maker 
Cambridge Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 31 

Szarira, Bearnice, Boston, Milliner Boston Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

to Anc SS a em, Pablican Cambridge 

Wao, V Wiiuiam, Fey a ~~) eee Manager 

Wares, Chants, 6 Gt Gris, Draper Gt Grimsby Pet. 


Wituams, Irn Ciltynydd, Hotel Keeper Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 21. Ord Ock 3b 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 


Kerrtewe.t, Henry, Leeds, Stationer Leeds Adjud 
Wenn’ Witte Pastmeon, Sw Porteamouth Adjud 
By . 
Dec 18, 1897 Ord Oct 18, 1898 


London Gazette-—Tuxspay, Nov. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apxrx, Patti, Leicester, Wheelwright 
Leicester Pot Oots8 Ord Ont ae” 
Aso, Themes Oxford, Hay Dealer Oxford Pet Oct 29 
BappsE.tey, bw = Grosvenor, Edgbaston Birmingham 
Pet Oct29 Ord Oct 299.” 
Banxerty Joms, i Mey : eaanciaanten, Baker Manchester 
Barrow, Epwarp ON Southampton, Builder - 
am Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 -_ 
Bartiert, Harry Hapys, Walbrook, Solicitor High 
2 ee eat Be 
ETTLEY, RICHARD nr 
one Nets ines shinies ta 
ARVER, WILLIAM WARD, lonel 
Con att, Pet Oot a7 Ord Oct 27 
OLMAN, LACHI LHOMAS. Radcliff Lanes, Bolton 
Oct’ 28 Ord Oct23 ” 25 sa 
Cook, ie Coaaas, Shipley, Grocer Bradford Pet Oct 27 
Cox, eee ee Tydfil, Clerk Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
ae sa Pl and Atpgert Epwarv D 5 
os ; J Plomiers po Pet Ot) Odor 
h ‘arlesden Court 
oo Siceee Gneieen “Wha 
‘ox ZABETH, ‘onfecti: Wi 
F bet Ont 37 og Seed Cardiff, rene ardiff 
nYER, Row.anp Cuarves. Cardi 
Oct 28 OrdOct2s : & "3 
Leicester, Boot- 


Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


Gansen, Grorce Powers, Barwell 
Manufacturer Leicester Pet 

Hai, Geonce Frepenice, Cosham, Hants, 
Portsmouth Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


Harpy, Danis, Joux Lone, avd Roserr Lone, Great 
Gri y, Smackowners Great Grimsby Pet Oct 27 


Oct 27 
Jackson, Puitie Myen, Sunderland, Watchmaker Sunder- 
co EE iat ‘eit, te 
ETTLEWOobD, Janes TimoTny, > 
York Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 98 a 
Bone, Rape Restens, ee Bristol Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Bing, Sete ae - pee acme Bristol Bristol Pet 
inven Brighton, Painter Brighton Pet Sept 26 
Lawrence, Stoney Eres, , Boot 
AWRENC 8. os - mrt Manufacturer 
ios, Sam Batley, York Dewsbury Pet Oct 28 Ord 
Marner, Roser, Parbold,-Lancs, Grocer Wigan 
M ae : Sydenham Green’ < 
REDERICK Gror wich 
1% Ord Oct 27 : ig 
RRIS, JAM Dealer Swansea 
Vaae eT Elio ma cms om Go 
’Bryen 
Ord Oct 29 7 
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. Plumbers Nov 15 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Traveller High Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Oct 
Otpgx, Hexry Hanpy, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Live spool Fox, Enizavern, Runeorn, Confect’oner W ateatiles 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 Jones, Warren, Halton, Chirk, Denbighs, Baker Nog 8 at Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 2 
Ouiver, Cuar.es, Little Clacton, Exsex, Baker Colchester 11 Paar. Wrexham Foxaut, Eves, Highgate High Court Pet Sept 15 Ord 
Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 KettLewoop, James Timotuy, Tadcaster, York, Grocer Oct 27 ni : 
Rawson, Tuomas, Rotherham, Painter Sheffield Pet Oct ies 14 * 12 1 pan Rec, 28, Stonegate, York Fever, Row.axp Cuances, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet 
27 Ord Oct 27 , Evwixp Amprose, Bristol Nov 9 at 12.30 Of Rec, Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 
Resovr, Emir, Ke ntish Town rd, Traveller High Court “Bale lwin am Bristol! Garver Grorck Powrns, Barwell, Leicester, Boot Manu- 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 26 Kina, Jui \ Mico KerrstenmMan, Bristol Nov 9 at 12 45 facturer Leicester Tet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
Rice, Anruve, Kast Kirkby, Notts, Milliner Nottingham Of Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol Gorvox, Ronerr, Preston, Travelling Draper Preston 
Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 Lampert, W, Brighton, Painter Nov 9 at 230 Of Rec, Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 27 : A , 
Rosixsox, Joux, Leeds, Florist Leed Pet Oct 29 Ond 4, Pavilion b'dgs, Brighton Grauam, Jous, Kensington, Lieut~-( olonel High Court 
Oct 29 ; Laws, Joux Josern, Streatham, Chemist Nov at 11.30 | Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 27 
Ryver, Tuomas, Hollinwood, Lancs, Working Gardenei 24, Railway approach, London bridg: Hap. Geonce Frepeaicx. Cosham, Hants, Iroomonger 
Oldham Pet Oct 28° Ord Oct 2s Macixtine, Gronce Arkixsox, Bath Nov Q9at12 Off Ree, | Portsmouth Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
eer poe prs nu, Kensington High Court Pet Baldwin st, Bristol | amen Dasiai Joux Loxc, and Rosarr Lose, Grew 
“pt 2 rd Oct 27 Marner, Rover, Parbold, Lancs Grocer, Nov 9 at 10.45 | Cen : sackowners Great Grimsby Pet Oct 2 
Srackroo.e, Massy, Bayswater High Court Pet Sept 24 Court house, King st, Wigan : — a en Cae PS 
Ord Oct 27 ; é 7 E Minter, Warrer, Wakefield, Grocer Nov Sat IL Off | guue * pede ie ke, Bow High Court Pet Sept 8 Ord 
Sreav, Jouy, . Wimbledon, Builder Wandsworth Pet Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield | Oct 23 : 
£ept 19 Ord Oct 27 Pace, Apnauam Exocn, West Bromwich, Dealer Nov 16 The ati PRANK ndon ~arnet Tet Eept29 On 
er HE, 8t * prey ga hill, Builder High Court Tet at2 County Court, West Bromwich x “Oct 23 » Fraxx, Bend at ;, , 
pt 29 Ord Oct 27 | Pemurs, Eves, Birchington, Kent, Grocer Noy 9 at 11.39 Se r " : 
Tuomas, gam, Featianstone, York, Miner Wakefield Pet | ~- Bankruptcy bdgs, Carey st Tx 1 ot A a. =» gmea iol W, Baltes Soegen 
Oct 27° Ord Oct 25 Pittine, Joun Ropext, Arundel st, Strand Nov 19 at 11 | et Oct 8 Ord Oct 25 See ees ko : 
Tooszy, Osnxrt Huvsoy, Sutton, Surrey, Insurance Agent Bankruptcy bdgs, Carey st Jacxsoe, Puiuire Myer, Sunder! and, Watchmaker Sunder- 
High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 Pinper, Frepenicr, Beverle *y, York, Grocer Nov 9at11 land Pet O.t 8 Ord Oct “ , Merchant High 
Wuirt, Grorce, Rickmansworth, Coal Merchant St. Off Ree, Trinity House In, Hull Joussox, Jon Raxcs, Peckham, Corn Merchan Ig 
Albans Vet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 Purser, Hen , Slough, Bucks Nov9at3 Off Rec, 95, | Court = et Oct 1 Ord Oct 26 inor, Tail Ne 
Wixsrave, Wittiam Heyny, Blackwood, Mon, General Temple chimbr, remple av Jovgs, James, Llanbadarn caw, Sadacr, Saber eee 
Dealer Tredegar Vet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 Rees, Enenezer, Dowlais, Glam, Builder Nov 9 at12_ 65, | town Pet 0 619 Ord Oct 27 Bangor Pett 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the High st, Me rthyr Tydfil Joses, Rican, Lianfarfechan, Farm Bangor Pet Oct 
London Gazette of Oct 28: Saxsom, Samvue., jun, Mansfield, Notts, Iron Turner Nov 22 Ord Oct 26 a Sout! 
Seymour, George Hexry, Urmston, Lancs, General Sat12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham Jones, Toowas Henry, and Tom 18 ¢ aDpw « t, Sout iport, 
Merchant Manchester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 Seymour, Georck Hewry, Manchester, General Merchant Plumbers Liverpool Pet Sept13 Ord ret 23 
FIRST MEETINGS Nov 7 at 3 = Ree, Byrom st, Manchester Kett.ewoov, James Timorny, Tadcaster, Yorks, Grocer 
Se ee Sureap, Grore . Birmingh: am, Plumber Nov 9 at 11 | York Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Axyprews, Epwarp Joux, Ibstock, Leicesters, Farniture 174, Corpo mn Be st, Birmingham Lampert, Wiiu1am, Brighton, Painter Pri ghton Pet Sept 
Dealer Nov 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, | Siiis, Danxiet, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 26 Ord Oct 29 
Leicester Nov9at11 Off Rec, 14, St Paul’s sq, Bedford | LAWRENCE, Sipney Eanes, Hackney, Boot Manufacturer 
Anprews, Henny Samver, Torquay, Deyon, Grocer Noy  Srennixc, Harry, Brighton, Baker NovSat3 Off Rec, By ( Yout Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
17 at 10.45 Off Rec, 13, Bodiord circus, Manchester Pavilion bldgs, Brighton Lex, ALFRED, Batley, Yorss Dewsbury Pet Oci28 Ord 
Bacoys, Bex, Manchester, Me rechant Nov 10 at 2.30 Off | Temrerrox, Jous Wittiam, Ashby, Lincs, Grocer Nov 9 “Oct 2 28 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull Lewis, Jous, Berrynarbor, 
Barnow, Epwarp Fray, Southampion, Builder Nov 14 mAs, Wittram Jony, Dowlais, Glam, Draper Nov 8 at | Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 27 
at 3.15 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil Matuer, Ronenrr, Parbold, Lanes, 
Barriert, Harry Hapyy, Walbrook, Solicitor Nov 10 at ) I t 3 W, Streatham, Clerk Nov 10 at 2.80 Bank- Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 . 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st yustes y bldg «, Carey street Mercer, Frevericxk Grocus, Sydenham Greenwich Pet 
Basrasie, Wittsam Tuomas, West Lulworth, Dorsets, |) Warsox, Witt 1AM, Nottingham, Pawnbroker’s Manager | Oct 27. O.d Oct 27 
Blacksmith Nov 16 at 11.30 Antelope Hotel, Poole Nov 8atil Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham | Nock, Eowix Henrsenr, Brierley Hill, — Corn Mer- 
Barenevor, Many, Accrington, Milliner Nov 10 at 1) Wir Cuartes, Gt Grimsby, Draper Nov 9 at 11.30 | chant Dudley Pet Oct1l Ord Oct2 
County Court house, Blackburn Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby | Oapen, Jonas, Keighley, Traveller Bra iford Pet Oct 29 
Bu AKE » Wittusm, Hebron, Carmi mete ns, Farmer Noy 8 at VORTH, imes Wiitie, Castleton, nr Rochdale, Ord Oct 29 
39 Bankrupte y b ‘des, Car y i Nov 15 at 11.15 Townhall, Rochdale | Ouiver, Cuances, Little Clacton, Essex, Baker Colchester 
Brow x, Jousx Witt Wakefield, "Fish Dealer Nov 8 at Jinttams, Jounx, Corwen, Merioneths, Coachbuilder Nov Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
10.30 Otf Ree, 6, “Pond ter, Wakefield Satl11.15 Priory, Wrexham | Rawrie, Cuaeres, Billiter st See Agent High 
Bryant, Joseru, Liverpool, Hay Dealer Nov 9 at 2 Off } Court Pet July 25 Ord Oct 2 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool ADJUDICATIONS | Rawson, Tuomas, Rotherham, P aint r Sheffield Pet Oct 
Carver, Witiiam Epwarp, Dulwich, Lieut-Co'onel Novy 10 : ¢ 27 Urd Oct 27 : 
at230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st D "1 Diseworth, Leicester, ° Wheelwright | Rice, Anruvr, East Kirkby, Notts, Milliner Nottingham 
Ord Oct 28 | Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
bldgs, Carey st ALDER, k, Oxford, Hay Dealer Oxford Pet Oct 20 | Ronixsox, Joux, Leeds, Florist Leeds Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Co.emay, Joun, Gt Grimsby, ‘imackowner Nov at 11 Ord Oct 29 Oct 29 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby i rv, Joux, Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet | Ruvpock, Cuvn es Avra 
Cotmay, Maracm Tuomas, Oldbam Nov 11 atll 16 Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 27 : 
Wood st, Bolton nnerT, Hersenr Jouyx, Kensington High Court Pet | Ryper, Tuomas, Hollinwoud, Lancs, Working Gardener 
Cummixncs, Joun Curries, Manchester, Provision Dealer July 21 Ord Oct 25 Oldham Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
Nov 10 at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester Barrow, Epwarp Fraxk, Southampten, Builder South- | Sears, Wiiciam, Camberwell, Grocer 
Damenect, Epmuexp Yarsiey, Doddiscombsleigh, Devon, hi umpton Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 j 15 Ord Oct 27 
Mason Nov 17 at 10.30 Off Kec, 13, Bedford cireus, | Berr.ey, Ricuarp, Cudworth, nr Barnsley Barnsley Pet | Sinus, Daxien, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
Exeter Oct 20 Ord Oct 29 Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2) 
Davis & Co, Exeter, Fishmongers Nov 17 at 10.30 Off | Brapnvry, Tomas, Manchester, Boot Factor Manchester | Tuomas, Seru, Featherstone, Yorks, Miner Wake field 
tec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 29 i Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Epwanps, Davip, Cardiff, Draper Nov 10at 11 Off Rec, | Branam, Bernanv, Egremont, Cheshire, Architect Birken- | Toosey, Osnerv Hupsox, Sutton, Surrey, Insurance Agent 
29, Que n st, Cardiff head at Aug 11 Ord Oct 27 High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 so 
Giauam, Joux, Kensington, Lieut-Colonel Nov 8 at | Coniixs, Wittiam, Ilford, Essex, Builder High Court | Warxer, Hexry Tuomas, Throgmorton st, Advertising 
12 Bankrvuptey bidgs, Carey st Pet 8 pt 23 Ord Oct 27 Agent HighCourt Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 29 
Hexron, Samiti, Stechford, Warwick Nov 11 at 11) Couway, Manaci Tuomas, Oldham Bolton Pet Oct 28 | Wayrx, Tuomas Henry, Burton on Trent, Grocer Burton 
173, Corporation st, Birmingham Ord Oct 28 on Trent Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 25 
Hot.oway, Josern, Birmiogham, Commission Agent Nov | Coox, Cuanrces, Shipley, Grocer Bradford Pet Oct 27 | Wixstape, Wiiiiam Henry, Blackwood, Mon, General 
9at12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham Ord Oct 27 | Dealer Tredegar Pet Oct27 Ord Oct 27 
Homes, Henny, Highgate, Builder Nov 9 at 11 Bank- | Cox, Autes, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr Tydfil Pet Oct 27 | 
rupte bldgs, Carey st Ord Oct 27 | Sad nnblen oxie ed fo tp she 
Jac mm Sseravt ri fowas v, Wolverhampton, Butcher Nov | pe Vauiuerwey, Cuances Marnie Gannien Désiné Mavnis, Anais " rhe eany nner Tt Oe ra ar 
16 at 2.5 County Court, West Bromwich Fulham High Court Pet Aug13 Ord Oct 29 | D wd 
Jounson, JOHN, Darl Seymour, Gerorse Hexry, Manchester, General Merchant 


ee Keighley, Traveller Bradford Pet Oct 20 Jones, Tuomas Hesny, and Tuomas Capwe.t, Southport, | DuLtey, Hesry Purser Canonbury sq, heen 
Ord Oct 29 


Devon, Farmer Barnstaple 


Grocer Wigan Pet 


Cours, A, Duke st, St Jamexs’s Nov Sat12 Bankruptey ° eicester Pet Oct 28 


», Wille:den Green, Grocer High 


High Court Pet Oct 


ington, Joiner Noy 23at3 Off Rec, | Dixoy, Cuantes and Atnerr Epwarp Dixox, Marcham, 
8, Albe:t 1d, Middlesborough 3erks, Plumbers Oxford Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 Manchester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 





NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


Ss, CORNFHILL, LONDON, '. cs. 


Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325, _ " Paid- “up Capital, £ £846, 665. Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


DIRECTORS. 

WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. ’ : 
FREDERICK CHALMERS, Esq l oc sOOCK iia P | ARCHIBALD CAMERON NORMAN, Es. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq. ILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 

Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esa. Sub-Manager : LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 

Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 

Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
Longer Periods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 

Investments in and Sales of all description British and Foreign Securities effected, 
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